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Abstract: 
 
Recent years have seen a surge in work on Person Hierarchy Effects (Béjar & Rezac 
2009; Georgi 2011; Lochbihler 2009; Nevins 2007, 2011; Oxford 2014; Walkow 2009; 
Witlschko 2008).  In this paper, I analyze a curious case of such an effect which has been 
widely discussed in theoretical and descriptive work on the Quechua family (van de 
Kerke 1996; Lakämper & Wunderlich 1998; Milliken 1984; Muysken 1981; Weber 1976, 
1989).  In many Quechua languages, objects bearing the feature [Addressee] interact with 
subject agreement, but 1st person exclusive objects do not, even in the presence of a 3rd 
person subject.  I dub this effect the [Addressee]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly (A-
SMA), adapting the terminology of Weber (1976).  After showing that object markers in 
Quechua languages are in fact object clitics, I argue that the A-SMA emerges from the 
interaction of cliticization with subject agreement:  [Addressee] clitics raise above the 
subject in the clausal hierarchy, thus feeding agreement, but non-[Addressee] clitics do 
not. The analysis is extended to a related agreement effect involving plural objects in 
certain Bolivian and Argentine varieties of Quechua. 
 
Key Words: Agreement, cliticization, morphology, syntax, Person Hierarchy Effects, 
Quechua 
 
0. Introduction* 
 
Recent years have seen a surge in work on Person Hierarchy Effects (Béjar & Rezac 
2009; Georgi 2011; Lochbihler 2009; Nevins 2007, 2011; Oxford 2014; Walkow 2009; 
Witlschko 2008).  In this paper, I provide a novel analysis of a Person Hierarchy Effect 
which has been widely discussed in theoretical and descriptive work on the Quechua 
family (van de Kerke 1996; Lakämper & Wunderlich 1998; Milliken 1984; Muysken 
1981; Weber 1976, 1989).  The analysis is couched in the theory of Distributed 
Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993 et seq.), and is developed using methodologies 
familiar from the literature on micro-comparative syntax (Kayne 1996 et seq.) and 
Cartography (Cinque 1999 et seq.).  I show that such a syntactic approach to morphology 
can account for the effect in question, despite some claims to the contrary in previous 																																																								
* This article is a greatly revised version of my first Qualifying Paper at New York University, which itself 
grew out of an earlier term paper.  Thanks to Alec Marantz, Stephanie Harves, and Richard Kayne for their 
crucial input on the QP, and to Chris Collins for his guidance on the earliest versions of this project.  I am 
extremely grateful to audiences at NYU’s QP Conference 2012 and at NELS 43 for their comments and 
questions, particularly Jeremy Kuhn, Tim Leffel, SangIm Lee, Salvador Mascarenhas, Omer Preminger, 
and Anna Szabolcsi.  The comments of three anonymous NLLT reviewers have vastly improved the 
finished product, for which I am very thankful. Most of all, thanks to the many Quechua speakers who have 
given their time to help me get to grips with their languages over the years.  With respect to the present 
project, I would especially like to thank Odi González for his help with Cuzco Quechua; and Dolores Ayay 
Chilón and Marcelino Intor Chalán for their help with Cajamarca Quechua.  The usual disclaimers apply.  
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work on agreement in Quechua languages (such as van de Kerke 1996 and Lakämper & 
Wunderlich 1998; see also Julien 2002:254-257 for critical discussion of van de Kerke 
1996). 
The relevant Person Hierarchy Effect, termed the [Addressee]-driven Subject 
Marking Anomaly (A-SMA), can be described as follows (the formulation and the name 
are both adapted from Weber 1976:161). 
 
(1) [Addressee]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly (A-SMA) 
When a verb takes a 3rd person subject and an object with the feature [Addressee], the 
subject agreement morpheme spells out features of the object, not the subject.  When 
the subject is 1st person and the object has the feature [Addressee], the subject 
agreement morpheme spells out the features of the object OR spells out as a 
portmanteau marking features of both the subject and the object. 
 
The A-SMA manifests itself in many dialects of the Quechua family, spread out amongst 
almost all of the known sub-branches.  I illustrate from Cuzco Quechua (adapted from 
Hoggarth 2004:31; the glosses are my own). The combination of a 3rd person subject and 
a 1st person object marker yields the usual 3rd person subject agreement morpheme –n (in 
the table below, subject agreement morphemes are in bold; the object markers are 
underlined).  On the other hand, if a 3rd or 1st person subject is combined with a 2nd 
person object, or if a 3rd person subject is combined with a 1st person inclusive plural 
object, the features realized on the subject agreement morpheme are those of the object, 
not the subject.2  For simplicity, only forms involving singular arguments are presented 
for the time being. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 																																																								
1 To be precise, Weber (1976) called the phenomenon the “Subject Marking Anomaly”, and described it as 
holding in 3>2 and 3>12 combinations.  Since 1>2 combinations also give rise to what looks like an 
allomorph of second person agreement in many Quechua dialects, I include such combinations in the 
definition also. 
2 1st person inclusive objects can occur only with 3rd person subjects- forms with a [+Participant] subject 
and a 1st inclusive object are ungrammatical.   Similarly, 1st inclusive subjects may not be combined with 1st 
or 2nd person objects.   I will not attempt to give a full account of this restriction here. It may be that it 
follows from Condition B of the Binding Theory, since 1st inclusive overlaps in reference with both 1st and 
2nd person.  If Condition B is at issue, however, then we will need to ask why English allows sentences like 
I can see us in the mirror (thanks to Richard Kayne and an anonymous reviewer for discussion of this 
point).   
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(2)  Table: Features Spelled out on the SubjAgr morpheme 
Agreement with object Agreement with subject 
3subj>2obj = 2 
 
maylla-rqa-su-nki 
wash-PAST-2O-2S 
‘S/he washed you.’ 
3subj>1obj = 3 
 
maylla-wa-rqa-n 
wash-1O-PAST-3S 
‘S/he washed me.’ 
3subj>1incl.obj = 1 incl 
 
maylla-wa-rqa-nchis 
wash-1O-PAST-1INCL.S 
‘S/he washed us (incl.).’ 
1incl.subj>3obj = 1incl. 
 
maylla-ø-rqa-nchis 
wash-3O-PAST-1INCL.S 
‘We (incl.) washed him/her.’ 
1subj>2obj = 2 
 
maylla-rqa-ø-yki 
wash-PAST-2O-2S 
‘I washed you.’ 
2subj>1obj = 2 
 
maylla-wa-rqa-nki 
wash-1O-PAST-2S 
‘You washed me.’ 
 1subj>3obj = 1 
 
maylla-ø-rqa-ni 
wash-3O-PAST-1S 
‘I washed him/her.’ 
My account of  the A-SMA will involve the following components: (i)  the object 
markers in Quechua are clitics rather than agreement morphemes; (ii)  [Addressee]-
related clitics raise higher in the clause than 1st person exclusive clitics do- while both 
move out of the vP phase, only [Addressee] clitics raise so high as to c-command the 
subject; and (iii) the Quechua subject agreement “morpheme” is in fact to be decomposed 
into three separate probes,  one of which triggers Multiple Agree, with the other two 
instigating a single Agree operation.  Assumption (iii) allows for a simpler statement of 
the allomorphy of subject person markers, as well as capturing certain similarities among 
the subject agreement markers which a non-decompositional approach is doomed to miss. 
 The argument is structured as follows.  Section 1 offers a general introduction to 
the Quechua family to orient the reader to the range of dialects to be discussed and the 
relations between them.  Section 2 argues extensively that Quechua object markers are 
clitic pronouns rather than agreement affixes.  Section 3 adapts methodology from the 
cartographic literature on Romance clitics to argue that [Addressee]-related clitics raise to 
a special position in the clause higher than TP in Quechua, hence coming to c-command 
the subject, whereas the 1st person exclusive clitic raises to a lower position, which does 
not c-command the subject.  Section 4 demonstrates that the subject agreement 
morpheme in Quechua must be decomposed into three separate probes, only one of which 
triggers Multiple Agree, and shows how this conclusion, conjoined with the conclusions 
of sections 2 and 3, suffices to explain the A-SMA. Section 5 briefly discusses a rather 
different Subject Marking Anomaly, restricted to a couple of Quechua dialects in Bolivia 
and Argentina, which involves number rather than person. It is shown that the present 
account can be extended to at least one of these dialects easily, given that this dialect has 
dedicated number clitics that are not present in the other dialects.  Section 6 is a brief 
conclusion. 
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1.  Background on the Quechua Family     
 
Quechua is a family of languages spoken in Peru, Ecuador, Bolivia, parts of northern 
Chile, parts of northern Argentina, and Colombia.  Quechua is not securely linked to any 
other language family, although there is a long tradition of (controversial) claims that it 
shares a common ancestor with Aymara (see Adelaar 2004:34-6 for discussion of this 
debate and references).  The total number of speakers is hard to calculate precisely, but 
Coronel-Molina & Rodríguez-Mondoñedo (2012) have recently estimated that there are 
between 10 and 13 million speakers (including monolinguals and bilinguals).3 There is 
considerable variation within the family in all areas of grammar and lexis, such that, in 
the words of Adelaar (2004:168), “Speakers of different Quechua dialects often have a 
difficult time understanding each other.  If the dialects are not closely related, there may 
be no mutual comprehension at all.”  Nonetheless, all languages in the family share a 
number of properties, including having SOV as the neutral word-order, being 
Nominative-Accusative in alignment, having heavily agglutinating and exclusively 
suffixal morphology, and being pro-drop. 
Major subgroupings within the family were proposed by Torero (1964) as follows:4   
 
(3)  a. Quechua I (central Peruvian dialects)  
       b. Quechua II (spread across southern, eastern, and northern Peru, through Ecuador,  
            Colombia, Bolivia and parts of Chile and Argentina).   
 
Quechua II is split into Subgroups A, B and C.  The diagram below depicts this 
subgrouping.  The names of a few varieties from each sub-branch are given. These 
represent a handful of the total- Ethnologue lists 44 different Quechua varieties,5 and 
Adelaar (2004:168) notes that the true number of grammatically distinguishable dialects 
is still an open question.  Those varieties which will be extensively studied in this paper 
are in bold.6  Estimates as to the time-depth of the divisions depicted here vary (see 
Adelaar 2004:168; 181 for discussion).  Torero (1984:382-3, cited in Adelaar 2004:181) 
situates the first split in Proto-Quechua during the first half of the first millennium, so 
that the time depth of the family as a whole is comparable to that of the Romance 
languages. 																																																								
3 Adelaar (2004:168) discusses the factors that make ascertaining the size of the Quechua-speaking 
population difficult.  He cites a range of estimates between 8 million and 10 million.  On the other hand, 
Sánchez (2010), based on data from censuses in Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador since 2007, cites the much 
lower figure of approximately 5 million. 
4 Another widely-cited subgrouping, that of Parker (1963), calls Quechua I “Quechua B” and Quechua II 
“Quechua A”. 
5 http://www.ethnologue.com/show_language.asp?code=que 
6 This tree contains a number of simplifications for reasons of clarity.  It does not depict the internal 
structure of the Quechua I branch- the four dialects listed under Quechua I are each from separate sub-
groups (and there is a fifth sub-group not represented here- the Huangáscar-Topará sub-group).  See 
Adelaar (2004:185) for details of the subdivisions in Quechua I.  It should also be noted that the status of 
Quechua IIA as a legitimate sub-group is controversial- in many ways these dialects seem “intermediate” 
(Adelaar 2004:186) between the rest of Quechua II and Quechua I, and Taylor (1979) has argued that it 
constitutes a separate branch of the family altogether, which he calls Quechua III.  Again, since the purpose 
of this depiction is merely to give the reader a sense of the relationships between the dialects studied in this 
paper, I will not go into these issues in any depth. 
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(4)                                                    
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quechua I varieties are spoken in central Peru.  This is thought to be the most 
conservative sub-branch of the family, and contains the most internal variation.  Quechua 
IIA (whose status as a sub-group is controversial- see footnote 6) contains the northern 
Peruvian dialects of Cajamarca and Ferreñafe and the central Peruvian dialect of Lincha.  
Quechua IIB varieties are spoken in Ecuador (as is the case with Imbabura Quechua) and 
in the Peruvian Amazonian region (represented here by San Martin Quechua and 
Chachapoyas Quechua).  The final sub-groub, Quechua IIC, is the most wide-spread, 
being spoken in southern Peru (e.g., Ayacucho and Cuzco in the tree), Bolivia (e.g. 
Potosi) and parts of northern Argentina (Santiago del Estero).    
The selection of dialects to be studied here has mainly been a matter of 
convenience- the eight dialects in bold above happen to be ones for which I was able to 
gather enough of the necessary information.  Nonetheless, the selection has some claim to 
being representative, since it contains at least one dialect from each major sub-group in 
the family.  Further, this set of dialects has the advantage of displaying various types of 
the subject-object agreement interactions with which this study is concerned.  The 
[Addressee]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly (A-SMA) is found in Huallaga, Ancash, 
Cuzco, Potosi, some Santiago del Estero varieties, Ayacucho, San Martin and 
Cajamarca.7  The [Plural]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly (P-SMA), discussed in 
section 6, is found in Potosi and Santiago del Estero.  That is, in these varieties both A-
SMA and P-SMA are found (although some speakers in Santiago lack the A-SMA, as we 
will see).  There is one variety in the selection, Imbabura Quechua, which displays no 																																																								
7 San Martin Quechua (Coombs et al. 1976) is a IIB dialect not extensively discussed here.  The presence of 
the A-SMA in this dialect means that the phenomenon is found in all sub-branches of the family. 
Proto-Quechua	
Quechua	II	Quechua	I	
Huallaga	
Ancash	Huanca	Tarma		 IIA	 IIC	IIB	
Cajamarca	Ferreñafe	Lincha	
Cuzco		
Ayacucho	
Potosi	
Santiago	del	
Estero	
Imbabura		San	Martin	Chachapoyas	
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SMA at all (in this Imbabura appears to be representative of Ecuadorian Quechua in 
general- see Muysken 1977:Ch. 3). 
With this background in hand, the next section motivates the first crucial 
assumption of the analysis to follow- that the object markers of Quechua are object clitics 
and not agreement markers.8 
 
2. Quechua Object Markers are Clitic Pronouns 
 
Quechua object markers include –wa (-ma in Quechua I dialects), which marks 1st person 
exclusive and 1st person inclusive objects, and –s(h)u, which marks 2nd person objects. 
These markers occur in all dialects (except for Ecuadorian dialects, which have lost –
s(h)u), but for space reasons I illustrate only from the Porcón subdialect of Cajamarca 
Quechua (a Quechua IIA dialect; data from my own fieldwork). 
 
(5)  Pay    rika-wa-y-ta        muna-Ø-n             (Porcón Quechua) 
       S/he   see-1O-INF-ACC   want-PRES-3S 
       ‘S/he wants to see me.’  
 
(6)  Pay    rika-shu-y-ta        muna-Ø-n 
       S/he   see-2O-INF-ACC   want-PRES-3S 
       ‘S/he wants to see you.’ 
  
There is no overt 3rd person object marker.9  I will assume that a 3rd person pro occupies 
the object position in examples containing no overt 3rd person DP, but it seems that there 
is no 3rd person clitic that raises out of the first phase in the way I will show is the case 
for 1st and 2nd person arguments.  The evidence comes from the fact that 3rd person 
objects never interfere with the subject agreement morphology in any way, even in the 
domain of number.  Although a plural 1st or 2nd person object can trigger plural marking 
on the verb, a 3rd person object on its own never suffices to trigger plural marking (a 
principled exception is Santiago del Estero Quechua, a Quechua IIC dialect of Argentina- 
see section 5).  Hence, (7)a and (7)b both have legitimate interpretations in which the 
object is plural and the subject is singular,10 but (7)c has no such interpretation (similar 
facts hold in Georgian, which Nevins 2011:950 attributes to the absence of a clitic 
pronoun for 3rd person in that language). 
 
 																																																								
8 There is precedent for this position in Hermon’s (1985:22-23, 50-57) work on Imbabura Quechua, where 
the 1st person object marker –wa is described as a clitic. 
9 Nardi (2002:92-93) claims that the suffix –pu is a 3rd person object marker in Santiago del Estero 
Quechua.  However, -pu is actually a high applicative morpheme (in the sense of Pylkkänen 2008)  with 
benefactive/ malefactive semantics which appears in many dialects (see Myler to appear a: Ch 3 for an 
analysis).  Footnoted corrections by the editors of Nardi’s (posthumously published) grammar make it clear 
that –pu is a high applicative rather than a 3rd person object marker in Santiago del Estero Quechua too.  
See also Albarracín & Alderetes (2013) for in-depth discussion of –pu in Santiago del Estero Quechua, 
confirming this conclusion. 
10 Of course, there are also interpretations in which the subject is plural, in which case the object may be 
singular or plural. 
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(7)   a. rika-wa-Ø-n-llapa           (Porcón Quechua) 
            See-1O-PRES-3S-PL 
           OK: ‘S/he sees us.’ (also: they see us; they see me) 
 
        b. rika-shu-Ø-nki-llapa            
            See-2O-PRES-2S-PL 
            OK: ‘S/he sees you (pl.).’ (also: they see you (pl.); they see you (sg.)) 
 
        c.  rika-Ø-n-llapa 
            See-PRES-3S-PL 
            *‘S/he sees them.’ (OK: they see them; they see him/her) 
 
There are a number of arguments that point to the 1st and 2nd person object 
markers being clitics rather than object agreement affixes.  The first of these is that these 
object markers may climb onto a matrix clause verb in restructuring contexts and in 
compound tenses.  Examples are given from Cuzco Quechua and Cochabamba Quechua. 
 
(8) a.  Maqa-wa-y-ta11       muna-Ø-n          (Cuzco Quechua) 
            Beat-1O-INF-ACC     want-PRES-3S 
           ‘S/he wants to beat me.’ 
 
      b.   Maqa-y-ta       muna-wa-Ø-n          
            Beat-INF-ACC  want-1O-PRES-3S 
            ‘as (a.)’ 
                                        (Adapted from Lefebvre and Muysken 1988:246; their (134))  
 
(9)  a.  maylla-su-q       (*ka-Ø-n)12        (Chochabamba Quechua) 
             Wash-2O-NOM   be-PRES-3S 
            ‘S/he habitually washed you.’ 
       
        b.   maylla-q    ka-su-Ø-nki 
             wash-NOM  be-2O-PRES-2S 
             ‘as (a.).’                                  (Adapted from Van de Kerke 1996:128; his (16)) 
                               
 
This is an argument for the clitic status of these markers not merely because it suggests 
an analogy between them and the clitics of Romance languages (which undergo climbing 
in similar contexts), but because Baker (2008) has established the robust generalization 
that agreement for person only occurs in strictly local configurations, and never long-																																																								
11 Quechua infinitives, like most Quechua subordinate clauses, are nominal in nature.  They therefore take 
the accusative case marker when they appear in object positions.  See Lefebvre and Muysken (1988) for 
extensive discussion. 
12 As in most Quechua dialects, the auxiliary ka- ‘to be’ is usually silent in its 3rd person forms in the 
present tense in Cochabamba Quechua when it carries no additional affixes. I note in passing that the 
absence of any A-SMA on the auxiliary verb in (9)a, where no clitic climbing has applied, coupled with the 
presence of A-SMA in (9)b, where clitic climbing has applied, is exactly as expected given the approach to 
this phenomenon that I develop in this paper.  
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distance as in (8) and (9).  Since the object markers are capable of climbing, they cannot 
be agreement affixes if Baker (2008) is correct (see Nevins 2011:960 for the use of 
climbing as a diagnostic for clitichood on the basis of Baker’s finding). 
A second argument for the clitic status of these object markers is that full 1st 
person and 2nd person pronouns have an emphatic interpretation when they are 
pronounced in conjunction with the 1st and 2nd person object markers.  In some dialects, 
such as the Bolivian ones, the presence of the object markers is obligatory even when 
overt full pronouns are present (Van de Kerke 1996:125-132; Myler 2014:285-286). In 
other dialects, the presence of the object marker becomes optional when an overt full 
pronoun is present, and when both are present, there is a focus interpretation.  One such 
dialect is Imbabura Quechua, as described by Cole (1982:103-104), who gives the 
following examples (his (415-417)). 
 
(10) a. Marya-ka    riku-wa-rka-Ø      (Imbabura Quechua) 
               Maria-TOP   see-1O-PAST-3S  
               ‘Maria saw me.’ 
 
  b. Marya-ka      ñuka-ta  riku-rka-Ø 
               Maria-TOP    I-ACC      see-PAST-3S 
                ‘Maria saw me.’ 
 
c. Maria-ka     ñuka-ta-mi13      riku-wa-rka-Ø 
               Maria-TOP    I-ACC-EVID.      see-1O-PAST-3S  
                ‘It was me that Maria saw.’ 
 
The non-obligatoriness of object marking in Imbabura Quechua makes an analysis in 
terms of object agreement highly unlikely, since we would expect an agreement relation 
of this sort to be obligatory when possible (see Preminger 2009; 2014).   However, the 
situation illustrated in (10) is compatible with a clitic analysis, since the interpretive 
effects of doubling are similar to those of clitic left dislocation (see Arregi 2003; Cinque 
1990; Rizzi 1986, 1997).  As for the Bolivian dialects mentioned in the previous 
paragraph, where object marking is compulsory in the presence of an overt pronoun but 
the interpretation is emphatic, their situation mirrors exactly the status of object clitic 
doubling of strong pronouns in standard Spanish dialects.  Hence, we have our second 
argument for the clitic status of Quechua object markers. 
Thirdly, Nevins (2011) points out that clitics cross-linguistically never seem to 
vary allomorphically for tense, whereas agreement affixes frequently do so.  He suggests 
this as a diagnostic for the clitic/affix distinction.14  By this diagnostic, also, the Quechua 
object markers are clitics rather than affixes- they never vary allomorphically for tense, 
although they frequently occur adjacent to tense markers in the linear string (an example 
can be seen in (10) above).  By contrast, subject person markers in Quechua must be 
affixes rather than clitics given this diagnostic, since these do show allomorphy for tense.  																																																								
13 Evidentials in Quechua double as focus markers- see Sánchez (2010) and Muysken (1995) for discussion. 
On the semantics and pragmatics of evidentials in Cuzco Quechua, see Faller (2002; 2011). 
14 A disadvantage of this diagnostic is that it is obviously inapplicable to the clitic/affix distinction in non-
verbal domains, but this does not affect the matter at hand. 
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For instance, the 1st person subject agreement marker in Porcón (Cajamarca) Quechua is 
–ni in the present tense, but –y in the past tense (see section 4 for full exemplification).   
In contrast, arguments against a clitic analysis which might be mustered seem 
comparatively weak.  One such argument is the fact that Quechua lacks a 3rd person 
object marker, whereas Romance clitic inventories usually contain a 3rd person clitic.  
However, it turns out that colloquial Brazilian Portuguese retains only its 1st and 2nd 
person clitic (Nevins 2010:20), so that clitic inventories of this sort are not unheard of. 
A second argument that one might put forward against the clitic analysis is that 
combinations of –wa/-ma and –s(h)u are systematically impossible in all Quechua 
dialects (illustration here is from Porcón Quechua only).  Therefore, no Romance-style 
clitic clusters occur.15 
 
(11) a. *Qo-wa-shu-y-ta                 muna-Ø-n      (Porcón Quechua) 
                  Give-1O-2O-INF-ACC          want-PRES-3S 
               ‘S/he wants to give me to you/you to me.’ 
 
b. *Qo-shu-wa-y-ta                muna-Ø-n       
                  Give-2O-1O-INF-ACC         want-PRES-3S 
                 ‘as (a.)’ 
 
Baker (2011) uses the absence of clusters as an argument against analyzing object 
markers in Amharic as clitics (though see Kramer 2014 for a different view).  
Nonetheless, a transposition of this argument to Quechua fails to be convincing for the 
following reason.  Recall that there is no overt 3rd person object marker.  This means that 
the only logically possible clitic clusters in Quechua would be ones containing 1st and 2nd 
person clitics.  The fact that these are ruled out could simply follow from the strong 
version of the Person Case Constraint, which amongst other things bans combinations of 
[+Participant] clitics.  The same constraint, however it is to be accounted for (see for 
various approaches Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2006; Béjar and Rezac 2009; Bonet 1991; 
amongst others), is also operative in French, Italian, and Modern Greek amongst other 
languages. Given this possibility, the data in (11) cannot form the basis of an argument 
against the clitic analysis. 
Lastly, one might argue that the object markers must be affixes since they appear 
inside inflectional affixes (such as the subject markers and tense/aspect markers) in the 
verb.  The premise that clitics are expected never to occur in this position is refuted 
empirically by the existence of so-called ‘mesoclisis’ in European Portuguese (and in 
imperatives in many varieties of Spanish as discussed by Harris and Halle 2005; Kayne 
2009; and in other languages by Manzini and Savoia 2011). 
 
 																																																								
15 However, clusters involving –wa/-ma or –s(h)u plus the reflexive clitic –ku, which is person-neutral, are 
apparently allowed in at least one variety of Bolivian Quechua (I have no data for other dialects). 
(i) kaserita  khuchi aycha-ta      ranti-ku-wa-y     (Cochabamba Quechua) 
Client     pig       meat-ACC    buy-REFL-1O-INF 
‘Dear client! Buy yourself a piece of pork from me!’ 
                                                                        (Van de Kerke 1996:164, his (69)) 
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(12) comprá-lo-ei              (European Portuguese) 
            Buy-it-FUT.1S 
            ‘I will buy it.’ 	
This would moreover be an extremely theory-bound argument: in a lexicalist theory in 
which affixes are objects of the lexicon and clitics are objects of the syntax, the 
expectation is that clitics should appear outside of affixes (since the lexicon feeds the 
syntax and not vice versa).  A syntactic approach to morphology in which affixes and 
clitics are both manipulated by syntax generates no such expectation, and it is such an 
approach that I adopt here (following Halle and Marantz 1993; Baker 1988; Julien 2002; 
many others).	
I conclude that there are several good reasons to analyze the object markers of 
Quechua as clitics, and no compelling arguments against this position.  The next section 
proceeds on this assumption, and shows that, despite the fact they are in complementary 
distribution, the 1st and 2nd person object clitics of Quechua are not associated with the 
same syntactic position.  Instead, the 2nd person object clitic raises systematically higher.		
3. [Addressee] Clitics Raise above TP; the [+Author] Clitic Stays Lower		
Cinque (1999, 2006; see also Julien 2002) establishes a hierarchy of functional heads 
which gives rise to restrictions on adverb placement (where adverbs are taken to occupy 
the specifiers of functional heads in the hierarchy) and affix order (where inflectional 
affixes are taken to spell out the functional heads themselves).  In much literature on 
Romance, the placement of clitics relative to the verb and to different types of adverb is 
used to diagnose the position to which clitics move, which is a point of variation (Tortora 
2002; Ledgeway and Lombardi 2005).  For example, Ledgeway and Lombardi (2005:82, 
their (7)) show that aspectual adverbs corresponding to ‘already, no longer, still, always, 
hardly, just, soon, briefly, characteristically,16 almost, and completely’ in the southern 
Italian dialect of Cosentino may be interpolated between a proclitic and the verb, whereas 
higher sentential adverbs cannot. They make use of this observation to argue that clitics 
in this variety may raise to a position immediately above Cinque’s TANTERIOR head, but no 
higher.  The verb stays lower than the projections hosting the relevant adverbs, giving 
rise to the interpolation phenomenon (the clitics are underlined). 
 
(13) a. un    mi     cchiù         parra                         (Cosentino) 
             not   me    no.longer  speak.3S  
           ‘He doesn’t speak to me anymore.’ 						                                                     (Ledgeway and Lombardi 2005:80; their (1c)) 
 
 b. *vi        dumani/forse       chiamanu  
             you   tomorrow/perhaps   call.3PL  
             ‘Perhaps/tomorrow they’ll call you.’ 
 
 																																																								
16 This list reflects the field of adverbs involved, all of which have correspondents in Cosentino except 
characteristically, for which Ledgeway and Lombardi (2005:84, their footnote 4) found no equivalent. 
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        c.  dumani/forse          vi    chiamanu  
              tomorrow/perhaps you  call.3PL 
              ‘as (b).’ 
                                                     (Ledgeway and Lombardi 2005:82; their (5)) 
 
Since verbal inflectional affixes in Quechua are presumably the realizations of clausal 
functional heads, they can be used to diagnose the position of object clitics in the family.  
A simplified schematic representation of affix order in the Quechua verb is given in (14) 
(see Muysken 1981, 1988 for much greater detail). 
 
(14) Root-ARGUMENT STRUCTURE-ASPECT-TENSE-SUBJAGR-MOOD 
 
As can be seen, Quechua inflectional affixes are exclusively suffixal, with affixes 
corresponding to lower functional heads coming closer to the root and affixes 
corresponding to higher functional heads being further away (hence, thematic-domain-
related affixes are closest to the root, followed by Aspect, and so on and so forth- see 
Bybee 1985 and Julien 2002 for more on this cross-linguistically common pattern, which 
is expected given the Mirror Principle of Baker 1985).  If we take this correlation 
seriously, and then apply it to the relative positioning of –wa/-ma and –s(h)u across the 
Quechua family, the following striking generalization emerges. 
 
(15) In many dialects, the 2nd person clitic occurs higher or at least as high as the  
1st  person clitic.  In no dialect is the 1st person clitic potentially or obligatorily 
higher than the 2nd person clitic.  Also, in no dialect does the 1st person clitic 
occur to the right of tense, whereas the 2nd person clitic does in some dialects. 
 
This is most striking in Cuzco Quechua, where the 2nd person clitic –su obligatorily 
surfaces to the right of the past tense morpheme, whereas the 1st person clitic –wa must 
surface to the left of that morpheme (adapted from Van de Kerke 1996:126; his (13); 
according to his (13b), -su surfaces to the right of the past tense morpheme in Bolivian 
varieties of Quechua also).17 
 
 
 																																																								
17 It has often been suggested that Cuzco Quechua and related dialects have no independent 2nd person 
object marker –su at all, but rather a fused subject agreement marker –sunki which marks a 3rd person 
subject acting on a 2nd person object (Lakämper and Wunderlich 1998:134; van de Kerke 1996).  It seems 
to me that this position in untenable, since –su and –nki both appear independently of each other: -nki 
appears as the 2nd person subject marker in intransitive sentences and in transitive cases like (16)b, and –su  
appears as a 2nd person object marker separated from other affixes by the adverbial clause marker –qti in 
examples like the following (from Hoggarth 2004:76): 
(i) waqya-su-qti-yki  uyarimu-nki     (Cuzco Quechua) 
               call-2O-SUB-2S      listen-2S  
               ‘When s/he calls you, you will listen.’ 
(Note that such subordinate clauses are also subject to A-SMA, explaining the 2nd person subject marking 
on the verb waqya- ‘call’.) 
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(16) a.  maylla-(*su)-rqa-su-nki-chis            (Cuzco Quechua) 
              Wash-(*2o)-PAST-2O-2S-PL   
              ‘S/he washed you (pl.).’ 
 
b. maylla-wa-rqa-(*wa)-nki-ku 
             Wash-1O-PAST-(*1O)-2S-PL 
             ‘You washed us.’ 
 
Accordingly, -su must follow the durative aspectual marker -sha too.  The 1st person clitic 
–wa, on the other hand, may precede or follow this marker. 
 
(17) a.  waqya-(*su)-sha-Ø-su-nki         (Cuzco Quechua) 
             Call-(*2O)-DUR-PRES-2O-2S  
              ‘S/he is calling you.’ 
 
b.  waqya-wa-sha-Ø-n         
               Call-1O-DUR-PRES-3S  
              ‘S/he is calling me.’ 
 
c. waqya-sha-wa-Ø-n         
               Call-DUR-1O-PRES-3S  
               ‘S/he is calling me.’ 
                                                     (Adapted from Hoggarth 2004:32) 
 
According to Cerrón-Palomino (1976:171), in the Quechua I dialect Huanca Quechua, -
shu may precede or follow the past tense marker, but 1st person –ma must precede it.  
Both markers follow the durative aspect marker in this dialect.  
While in no other dialects for which I have information does –s(h)u follow the 
past tense marker on the surface (as it does in the Cuzco, Huanca, and Bolivian varieties), 
in many dialects an asymmetry with respect to aspect markers along the lines in (17) can 
be detected.  The data in (17) can be exactly replicated for the Bolivian dialect of Potosi, 
as shown by Bills et al. (1969:113).  In the Quechua I dialect of Huallaga, -shu surfaces 
to the right of the perfective morpheme –shka, but –ma surfaces to the left of this 
morpheme (Weber 1976:84; his (23) and (28)). 
 
(18) a. qallu       rikcha-chi-shka-shu-Ø-nki        (Huallaga Quechua) 
             Rooster   wake-CAUS-PERF-2O-PRES-2S  
                       ‘The rooster has woken you up.’ 
 
b.  mitu-ku-chi-ma-shka-Ø-Ø 
             mud-REFL-CAUS-1O-PERF-PRES-3S 
             ‘He has made me get muddy.’ 
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In Ayacucho Quechua, a IIC dialect, -wa must precede the durative aspect marker, but –
su may precede or follow it (Soto Ruiz 2006:279).18 
 
(19) a.  uyari-wa-chka-(*wa)-Ø-nki-ku                    (Ayacucho Quechua) 
             Listen-1O-DUR-(*1O)-PRES-2S-PL 
             ‘You are listening to us.’ 
 
b. uyari-su-chka-Ø-nki                    
             Listen-2O-DUR-PRES-2S 
             ‘S/he is listening to you.’ 
 
c. uyari-chka-su-Ø-nki                    
             Listen-DUR-2O-PRES-2S 
             ‘as (b.)’ 
In some other dialects, there is no overt evidence that –s(h)u is higher than –wa/-ma.  One 
dialect of this sort is Cajamarca Quechua, of group IIA, where both –wa and –shu 
precede the continuous aspect marker –yka (illustration is once again from the Porcón 
subdialect). 
(20) a.  kani-wa-yka-Ø-n      (Porcón Quechua) 
               Bite-1O-CONT-PRES-3S 
               ‘S/he is biting me.’ 
 
b. kani-shu-yka-Ø-nki 
              Bite-2O-CONT-PRES-2S 
             ‘S/he is biting you.’ 
 
Other dialects of this sort are the IIC dialect Santiago del Estero Quechua (Nardi 
2002:126) and the IIB dialect San Martin Quechua (Coombs et al. 1976). 
To account for the variation in clitic placement across the family, I assume that 
the following clause structure is available for all Quechua dialects (the tree is depicted as 
left-branching for ease of exposition only; I do not mean to rule out the idea, advocated 
amongst others by Julien 2002:Ch. 3, that SOV agglutinating languages like Quechua are 
derived via role-up movement in a Kaynian Antisymmetric framework).  Note that I 
abstract away from the position of the number markers in the structure, since this is 
subject to complex variation across the family and is not immediately relevant.  
Following Cattaneo (2008), Ledgeway and Lombardi (2005), Manzini and Savoia (2011), 
Poletto (2000) and Săvescu-Ciucivara (2009:93, fn 46), I take it that there are projections 
dedicated to hosting object clitics in the clause structure.  These are labelled ‘CliticP’ in 
the diagram below to distinguish them clearly from the functional heads which make up 
the subject person markers, which I claim are to be divided into three separate 
morphemes (this claim is substantiated in full in the next subsection). These three heads, 
labelled Person0, Addressee0 and Participant0, appear above the highest CliticP.  The first 																																																								
18 The intra-dialectal variation in the surface position of –su (in (19)) and –wa (in (17)) may be added to my 
earlier arguments in favor of a clitic analysis and against an agreement analysis of these markers.  I would 
like to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out. 
	 14	
of them, Person0, turns out to exhibit allomorphy which is sometimes sensitive to both 
arguments of a transitive verb simultaneously, spelling out as a portmanteau in some 
dialects.  I argue that this indicates that Person0 initiates a Multiple Agree relation in the 
sense of Hiraiwa (2001, 2004) and Nevins (2007, 2011).19  The allomorphy of the other 
two heads, Addressee0 and Participant0, is never sensitive to more than one argument, so 
I assume that they initiate simple Agree operations only. 
 
(21)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the proposed structure, there are positions below vP and above AspectP to which both 
–wa/-ma and  –s(h)u are eligible to raise, since both of these clitics are [+ Participant]. 
There is also a cliticization site dominating TP, but only –s(h)u is eligible to raise to this 
height because this position is reserved for clitics with the [Addressee] feature (below I 
will suggest that –wa/-ma can also reach this position in 1st inclusive contexts).20  I 																																																								
19 A reviewer points out an alternative possibility: it could be that Person0 in fact initiates a simple Agree 
relation, and that its sensitivity to both arguments is conditioned by the adjacent clitic position and by the 
features of the subject in spec-TP.  This is a potentially viable alternative given certain adjustments to the 
morphological rules provided in section 4, and I return to it later. 
20 The idea that in some languages a cliticization site associated with 2nd person clitics is higher than the 
site associated with 1st person clitics has a precedent in the literature.  It is what derives the fact that the 
former type of clitic must precede the latter in certain varieties of Spanish and Catalan according to 
Savescu-Ciucivara (2009:136). 
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assume that in all dialects clitics raise to the highest position to which they are eligible, 
with variation in the apparent height of movement resulting from parametric variation in 
which copy of a clitic is spelled out (cf. Bobaljik 2002; Polinsky and Potsdam 2011).  
The result of this section is the conclusion that 2nd person clitics raise to a position 
above TP in Quechua, but 1st person clitics do not raise to this height.  This means that 
the 2nd person clitic ends up c-commanding the subject position21 (as shown in (21)), but 
the 1st person object clitic does not.  Nonetheless, even the 1st person object clitic raises 
out of the vP phase, as attested by the fact that it surfaces to the right of Aspect markers 
in many varieties. My claim in the next section will be that the A-SMA emerges as a 
reflex of these independent facts about Quechua grammar.  Since clitics corresponding to 
[Addressee] arguments raise higher than the subject, the Probes Addressee0 and 
Participant0 Agree with them rather than the subject (Person0 will Agree with both 
arguments, since it instigates a Multiple Agree relation).22 
 
 
4. Deriving the Anomaly: A Decompositional Approach to Quechua Subject Agreement 
Morphology 
 
4.1. Motivating the Decomposition 
 
For the purposes of my analysis, I will adopt the decomposition of person features in 
Nevins (2007, 2011) (see also Halle 1997). 
 
(22)   1st Person= [+Participant], [+Author] 
             2nd Person=  [+Participant], [-Author], [Addressee] 
            3rd Person= [-Participant], [-Author] 
              1st Person inclusive =[+Participant], [+Author], [Addressee] 																																																																																																																																																																					
  (i)   Te   me   recomendaron          (Spanish) 
        You  me  recommend.PAST.3PL  
         ‘They recommended you to me/ me to you.’ 
  (ii) *Me   te   recomendaron           
          Me  you  recommend.PAST.3PL  
         ‘as (i).’ 
 
21 As evidence that the subject does indeed raise to spec-TP in Quechua languages (requested by an 
anonymous reviewer), consider the fact that the subject precedes the negative adverb mana in neutral 
orders. 
(i) Juan  mana  yacha-n-chu.     (Cuzco Quechua) 
Juan  not      know-3S-NEG 
‘Juan doesn’t know.’ 
 
22 The question arises as to why languages with object clitics in the Romance and Slavic families do not 
show person hierarchy effects (thanks to Richard Kayne (pers. comm.) for raising this issue).  First, 
whether a given probe instigates Multiple Agree relations or simple ones is a point of variation- presumably 
in Romance and Slavic languages the probes in question instigate only simple Agree relations.  Second, the 
positions to which clitics raise also vary cross-linguistically- presumably there is no clitic position in 
between the person Probes and spec-TP in Romance and Slavic languages (which may be related to the fact 
that the tense and person morphology in these languages tends to be fused, as opposed to Quechua, were 
the two are clearly separable).    
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With this feature system in hand, we turn to examine the subject markers of the Quechua 
family.  The systems internal to Quechua I are largely similar to one another barring 
some variations in allomorphy, and the same is true of the dialects internal to Quechua II, 
although there are some striking differences between these two major sub-branches.  We 
shall nonetheless see that in both sub-branches there is evidence that the subject person 
markers are at least tri-morphemic.  I will ultimately give a detailed analysis only of the 
Quechua IIC dialect of Cuzco, but I will give enough data from other dialects to show 
that my proposed decomposition is plausible across the Quechua family, and not just for 
Cuzco Quechua. 
The tables in (23) and (24) give the subject agreement paradigms for the verb 
puñuy ‘to sleep’ in the present tense and in “different subject” adverbial clauses (a type of 
adverbial clause used when the subject of the matrix clause is different from that of the 
embedded clause).  Data from transitive paradigms will be discussed in detail later- for 
now, we keep things simple by sticking to an intransitive paradigm. 
 
(23) Present tense paradigm for puñuy “to sleep” in Cuzco Quechua (see Hoggarth  
      2004:19) 
1st sg puñu-ni I sleep 
2nd sg puñu-nki You sleep 
3rd sg puñu-n S/he sleeps 
1st incl. puñu-n-chis We (incl.) sleep 
1st excl.pl puñu-y-ku We (excl.) sleep 
2nd pl puñu-nki-chis You (pl.) sleep  
3rd pl puñu-n-ku They sleep 
 
(24) Adverbial clause paradigm for puñuy “to sleep” in Cuzco Quechua (see   
Hoggarth 2004:75) 
1st sg puñu-qti-y (when) I sleep 
2nd sg puñu-qti-yki (when) you sleep 
3rd sg puñu-qti-n (when) s/he sleeps 
1st incl. puñu-qti-n-chis (when) we (incl.) sleep 
1st excl.pl puñu-qti-y-ku (when) we (excl.) slept 
2nd pl puñu-qti-yki-chis (when) you (pl.) slept 
3rd pl puñu-qti-n-ku (when) they slept 
 
Note that in the present tense, the 3rd person marker –n is contained in the other person 
markers (with the exception of the 1st exclusive plural, where –y appears, a fact to which I 
return).   I suggest that this –n is the spell out of a functional head, Person0.  I assume that 
Person0 initiates Multiple Agree in the sense of  Hiraiwa (2001, 2004) and Nevins (2007, 
2011), potentially agreeing with more than one argument simultaneously (this property 
will prove to have an important role in accounting for certain aspects of the allomorphy 
of this head).  The other allomorph of Person0 on show in Cuzco Quechua is –y, which 
occurs in the 1st exclusive plural in the present tense and in all [+Participant] contexts in 
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adverbial clauses except the 1st inclusive (the reason why 1st inclusive deviates from the 
other [+Participant] contexts is explicitly addressed in the analysis to follow). 23 
  Looking again at the paradigms, we see the 1st and 2nd persons singular and 2nd person 
plural end in an  -i.  This –i, I claim, spells out a functional head Participant0, so called 
because –i appears to mark the feature [+Participant] (note, again, the exceptionality of 
the 1st inclusive, addressed below). If it has agreed with a 3rd person or 1st inclusive 
argument, Participant0 spells out as Ø.   
The 2nd person markers additionally contain a formative –k.  I suggest that this –k 
is the spell-out of a head I will call Addressee0.  This head has allomorphs –k and –Ø; the 
first of these is inserted in 2nd person contexts, the second is the elsewhere form.   
The suggested decomposition is presented in full in (25) and (26).24  Person 
markers are in bold. 
 
(25) Present tense of puñuy “to sleep” in Cuzco Quechua  
     
(26) Adverbial clause paradigm for puñuy “to sleep” in Cuzco Quechua 
																																																								
23 I would like to thank Bert Vaux (pers. comm., 2008) for being the first to suggest to me that the –y in 
these markers might be a morpheme corresponding to non-3rd person arguments. 
24 While decompositions of the Quechua person morphemes have been entertained in previous literature, 
the suggestion that the markers may be trimorphemic is novel as far as I know.  Milliken (1984) suggests 
that –nki and –yki should be decomposed into –n+-ki and –y+ki respectively, with –ki being the true 2nd 
person morpheme.  Lastra (1968:24) makes the same suggestion for the Bolivian dialect of Cochabamba, 
but only for the –yki that marks combinations of 1st person subjects and 2nd person objects.  Nardi 
(2002:106) contemplates decomposing 1st person –ni and 2nd person –nki into –n+-i and –n+-ki in the 
context of Santiago del Estero Quechua. 
25 The surface form is just –y; I take it that this form is reached via morphophonological coalescence of the 
affixes inserted into Person0 and Participant0. 
26 As per footnote 25, I assume that the surface form –y arises via moprhophonological coalescence of –y 
and –i. 
 Stem Person0 Addressee0 Participant0  Number  
1st sg puñu -n  -Ø -i  I sleep 
2nd sg puñu  -n -k -i  You sleep 
3rd sg puñu  -n -Ø -Ø  S/he sleeps 
1st. incl. puñu  -n -Ø -Ø -chis We (incl.) sleep 
1st excl.pl puñu  -y -Ø -i25 -ku We (excl.) sleep 
2nd pl puñu  -n -k -i -chis You (pl.) sleep  
3rd pl puñu  -n -Ø -Ø -ku They sleep 
 Stem Person0 Addressee0 Participant0  Number  
1st sg puñu-qti -y  -Ø -i26  (when) I sleep 
2nd sg puñu-qti -y -k -i  (when) you sleep 
3rd sg puñu-qti -n -Ø -Ø  (when) s/he sleeps 
1st. incl. puñu-qti -n -Ø -Ø -chis (when) we (incl.) sleep 
1st excl.pl puñu-qti -y -Ø -i -ku (when) we (excl.) sleep 
2nd pl puñu-qti -y -k -i -chis (when) you (pl.) sleep 
3rd pl puñu-qti -n -Ø -Ø -ku (when) they sleep 
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I propose the following Vocabulary Insertion rules for these heads in Cuzco Quechua (the 
exact details of how these rules interact with the outcome of syntactic Agree relations 
will be seen in full in the sample derivations in Section 4.2).  
 
(27) a.          Person0        ⇔  -y    /  [+Participant] 
                                                      -n    / elsewhere 
 
      b.  Addressee0 ⇔ -k  / {[+Participant], [-Author]} 
 Ø / elsewhere 
 
c. Participant0 ⇔ -i  /  [+Participant] 
                                           Ø /  elsewhere 
 
For the allomorphy of Addressee0 and Participant0, little else needs to be said (except 
concerning why Participant0 spells out as –Ø rather than –i in 1st inclusive contexts, 
which will be explained presently).  In addition, the allomorphy of these heads appears 
not to vary within Quechua II, and varies only to a limited extent in Quechua I, so that 
these rules will generalize to the rest of the family straightforwardly.  The rules 
governing Person0 deserve more detailed comment.  These rules at first seem much too 
coarse-grained to capture the surface distribution of these two allomorphs (-y and –n) in 
Cuzco Quechua, which is somewhat complex (the distribution of these two allomorphs 
also varies considerably across the Quechua family, and other dialects often exhibit 
allomorphs of this head beyond –y and –n, as discussed below).   This complexity is 
summarized in the table in (28). 
 
(28) Distribution of the allomorphs of Person0 in Cuzco Quechua 
-y -n 
1st person exclusive: adverbials, 
conditional, present and past tense (in the 
plural) 
2nd person: adverbials 
1>2: all environments 
1st person: present and past tense (in the 
singular) 
2nd person: present tense, past tense, 
conditional 
3rd person: All environments 
1st inclusive: present tense, past tense, 
adverbials, conditional 
 
Amid all of this complexity, one generalization in particular stands out: –y never marks [-
Participant] arguments in any part of the paradigm of Cuzco Quechua (or any other 
Quechua language, it turns out) whereas –n marks arguments of both values of [+/- 
Participant].  This generalization is already captured by the Vocabulary Insertion rule for 
Person0 in (27)a.  The generalization itself also suggests something about those forms in 
which we find –n for a [+Participant] argument:  the appearance of –n in such cases 
constitutes a “retreat to the general case” of the sort canonically dealt with by 
Impoverishment (Bonet 1991).  As I will now show, four very general and rather simple 
Impoverishment rules, in interaction with the statement in (27)a, suffice to correctly 
derive the distribution of the –y and –n allomorphs. 
 The first of these rules, and the most complex to state, is as follows: 
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(29) 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment 
     [+Participant, +Author]Person0   ⇒  [Ø]Person0   / TMAIN___...(X)…[-conditional]Mood0  
            Condition:  No Plural feature intervenes between Person0 and Mood0  
 
This rule deletes 1st person features on Person0 in main tense contexts when the Mood 
head of the clause is indicative rather than conditional.  This will cause –n to surface in 
the present and past tense when the subject is 1st person (actual Quechua word-forms 
confirming this can be found in (2) and (25)).  Nominalized and adverbial clauses, which 
are not main tense contexts, do not trigger the rule-  this is why we get –y in such clauses 
(recall (26)).  The rule is also blocked if Mood0 is conditional, explaining why we get –y 
in forms like the following: 
 
(30) hamu-y-man   (Cuzco Quechua) 
       come-1S-COND 
         “I would come.” 
 
Finally, a special condition blocks the rule if a Plural feature intervenes between Person0 
and Mood0.  The motivation for this condition is a generalization concerning the relative 
order of Mood and Number suffixes and allomorphy in Quechua II, but I postpone 
discussion of this until later.27  For now, I will only note that the condition also prevents 
the rule from applying in 1st person exclusive plural contexts, explaining why we get -y 
rather than –n for this form in (25). 
 The next Impoverishment rule we need is stated much more simply: 
 
(31) 2nd Person Main Tense Impoverishment 
[+Participant, -Author]Person0 ⇒  [Ø]Person0   / TMAIN …(X)…___ 
 
This rule deletes 2nd person features on Person0 in main tense contexts, irrespective of 
considerations of Mood or number.  This derives the fact that Person0 marks 2nd persons 
as –n in all but nominalized and adverbial clauses, with the principled exception of 1>2 
forms, where we get –yki.  The reason for this exception is a slight difference in the 
formulation of (31) in comparison with (29).  Note that, unlike 1st Person (sg.) Main 
Tense Realis Impoverishment, (31) does not require strict adjacency between T and 
Person0 (I assume that structures are linearized at PF before Impoverishment takes place, 
meaning that Impoverishment rules can in principle be sensitive to adjacency; I leave 
open whether there are processes which can reorder morphemes later in the PF derivation, 
as claimed in much work in Distributed Morphology).  This difference between the two 
rules ends up ensuring that we get –n in main tense 3>2 forms but –y in 1>2 forms- how 
it does this is shown in detail in the sample derivations later on. 
 The third rule is simpler yet. 
 																																																								
27 A reviewer asks if there is some way of eliminating this special condition, since parts of it appear 
unnatural; it is unclear why the intervention of Plural should matter, and why the relation between Mood 
and Person leads to Impoverishment.  The condition must remain in place for the time being, as it plays an 
important role in accounting for cross-dialectal variation in the allomorphy of Person0.  See especially 
Generalization (36) below, and surrounding text.  
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(32) 1st Inclusive Impoverishment 
        [+Author, +Participant, Addressee]X0 ⇒  [+Author, Addressee]X0 
 
This rule takes any head with a bundle of features containing [+Author, +Participant, 
Addressee], and removes [+Participant] from that bundle.  Since the rule is not specified 
for the head it applies to, it will affect not only Person0, but also Addressee0 and 
Participant0 (it will also affect Number0, as discussed in Section 4.2 and footnote 29).  
This derives an important generalization about the marking of 1st inclusive in most 
Quechua varieties, namely, that the person marking of 1st inclusive is invariably identical 
to the person marking of 3rd person.28   The pervasiveness of this syncretism suggests that 
any account of Quechua agreement morphology must register it somewhere, and this is 
what rule (32) achieves.   It also accounts for why Participant0 is realized as –Ø rather 
than –i in 1st inclusive contexts, despite the fact that 1st inclusive is [+Participant]:  rule 
(32) obliterates the crucial [+Participant] feature.29 
   For completeness, I include here a fourth and final rule, which will only be relevant to 
transitive contexts and whose exact relevance will be spelled out in detail in the sample 
derivations. 
 
(33) 1st Person Accusative  Impoverishment 
[{+Participant, +Author, Acc}]Person0 ⇒  Ø 
 
In the event that Person0 agrees with a 1st person object under Multiple Agree during the 
syntactic derivation, this rule will obliterate the person features corresponding to that 
object. 
 We have now fully motivated the decomposition of the subject person morphemes 
on which the rest of my analysis will rely, and developed a full account of the allomorphy 
of each of the independent heads for the dialect of Cuzco Quechua. How this account of 
the allomorphy works in transitive paradigms will be demonstrated in full in the next 
subsection.  Before moving on to that discussion, however, I will first review some data 
from other dialects throughout the family.  The purpose of this is to reassure the reader 
that the decomposition itself will work for other dialects, and to show that the ways in 
which the distribution of the allomorphs of Person0 varies across dialects can be captured 
by making slight adjustments to the system developed for Cuzco Quechua. 
 Beginning with Quechua II, I first note that not all dialects choose –y as the 
allomorph of Person0 in 1st person plural main tense contexts, as Cuzco Quechua does.  
While Bolivian varieties of Quechua pattern like Cuzco Quechua in this respect (see (34)), 
another Quechua IIC dialect, that of Ayacucho, instead spells out Person0 as –n in this 
context, as seen in (35). 																																																								
28 The one exception that I know of is the Argentine variety Santiago del Estero Quechua,  where 1st 
inclusive person marking is –y for some speakers, just like the 1st exclusive plural (the allomorphy of the 
plural morpheme distinguishes the two, however:  -chis/-sh for 1st inclusive, -ku for 1st exclusive).  All we 
need to say is that the relevant speakers of Santiago del Estero Quechua lack rule (32).   
29 The attentive reader might wonder why I have specified 1st Inclusive Impoverishment to delete only the 
[+Participant] feature, leaving behind [+Author] and [Addressee].  The reason is that retaining [+Author, 
Addressee] is necessary if the allomorphy of Number heads in Quechua II is to be properly accounted for 
(many dialects have a plural marker that picks out only 1st inclusive arguments, or only [Addressee] 
arguments, for example). 
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(34) Hamu-y-ku   (Cuzco Quechua/Bolivian Quechua) 
      Come-1S-PL 
       “We come.” 
 
(35) Hamu-ni-ku   (Ayacucho Quechua) 
      Come-1S-PL 
        “We come.” 
 
The distribution of these two patterns of allomorphy within Quechua II does not appear to 
be random.  Instead, it appears to be governed by the following generalization. 
 
(36) For a given Quechua II dialect, if Plural marking comes between the Conditional   
      marker and the person markers, 1st person plural exclusive is marked by -y in  
      main tense realis contexts.  If Plural marking follows the Conditional marker, then  
      1st person plural exclusive is marked by –ni in main tense realis contexts. 
 
To illustrate this generalization in action, consider the affix order in conditional contexts 
with a 1st plural exclusive subject in Cuzco Quechua, Bolivian Quechua and Santiago del 
Estero Quechua on the one hand, and Ayacucho Quechua and Cajamarca Quechua on the 
other.  We can see that the plural marker –ku precedes the conditional marker –man in the 
first group of dialects, but that the plural markers in Ayacucho and Cajamarca instead 
follow –man.  This suggests that Cuzco Quechua, Bolivian Quechua and Santiago del 
Estero Quechua have a Number Probe below Mood0, but Ayacucho Quechua and 
Cajamarca Quechua have a Number Probe above Mood0. 
 
(37) Hamu-y-ku-man   (Cuzco Quechua/Bolivian Quechua) 
      Come-1S-PL-COND 
       “We would come.” 
 
(38) Amu-y-ku-man       (Santiago del Estero Quechua) 
      Come-1S-PL-COND 
      “We would come.” 
 
(39) Hamu-y-man-ku    (Ayacucho Quechua) 
      Come-1S-COND-PL 
      “We would come.”      
 
(40) Shamu-y-man-llapa   (Cajamarca Quechua) 
      Come-1S-COND-PL 
      “We would come.”      
 
If we now turn to main tense realis contexts like the present tense, we find that the 
dialects with the order PL-COND as in (37) and (38) have –y in the 1st plural form.  
Dialects with the order COND-PL as in (39) and (40) instead have –ni. 
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(41) Hamu-y-ku   (Cuzco Quechua/Bolivian Quechua) 
       Come-1S-PL 
       “We come.” 
 
(42) Amu-y-ku   (Santiago del Estero Quechua) 
       Come-1S-PL 
       “We come.” 
 
(43) Hamu-ni-ku   (Ayacucho Quechua) 
        Come-1S-PL 
        “We come.” 
 
(44) Shamu-ni-llapa   (Cajamarca Quechua) 
        Come-1S-PL 
       “We come.” 
 
The special condition in (29), repeated here as (45), captures this relationship:   
 
(45) 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment 
     [+Participant, +Author]Person0   ⇒  [Ø]Person0   / TMAIN___...(X)…[-conditional]Mood0  
            Condition:  No Plural feature intervenes between Person0 and Mood0  
 
In dialects where the Number Probe is lower than Mood0, the Plural feature in 1st plural 
exclusive contexts will intervene between Person0 and Mood0, blocking rule (29) from 
applying and giving us –y in examples like (41).  In a dialect where the Number Probe is 
above Mood0, on the other hand, no such intervention will obtain, and the 
impoverishment rule will apply as normal, giving us –n as the allomorph of Person0. 
In Cuzco Quechua, the past tense paradigm patterns with the present tense paradigm 
in using the –n allomorph for 1st person singular and 2nd person subjects.  This is true of 
most Quechua II dialects, including Ayacucho Quechua, Potosi Quechua (Bills et al. 
1969:95), Cochabamba Quechua (Lastra 1968:37), San Martin Quechua (Coombs et al. 
1976), Cuzco Quechua (Hoggarth 2004:20), Santiago del Estero Quechua (Nardi 
2002:85-87) and Imbabura Quechua (Cole 1982:144). Table (46) illustrates from 
Ayacucho Quechua (Soto Ruiz 2006:140), employing the verb yanuy ‘to cook’. 
 
(46) Past tense of yanuy “to cook” in Ayacucho Quechua 
 Stem Perso
n0 
Address
ee0 
Participan
t0  
Number  
1st sg yanu-rqa -n  -Ø -i  I cooked 
2nd sg yanu-rqa -n -k -i  You cooked 
3rd sg yanu-rqa -Ø -Ø -Ø  S/he cooked 
1st incl. yanu-rqa -n -Ø -Ø -chik We (incl.) cooked 
1st excl.pl yanu-rqa -n -Ø -i -ku We (excl.) cooked 
2nd pl yanu-rqa -n -k -i -chik You (pl.) cooked 
3rd pl yanu-rqa -Ø -Ø -Ø -ku They cooked 
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This table also illustrates a further allomorph of Person0 common in Quechua II dialects- 
Ø in the past tense when the subject is 3rd person.  This phenomenon is found in all of the 
dialects listed as employing the –n allomorph for 1st and 2nd person subjects in the past 
tense, except for Cuzco Quechua and San Martin Quechua (where –n is used in this 
environment).  In many Bolivian dialects, this Ø allomorph appears only with 3rd person 
singular subjects in the past tense- 3rd person plural subjects are spelled out with the –n 
allomorph (Bills et al. 1969:95; Lastra 1968:37; Van de Kerke 1996:122), as shown in 
(47). 
 
(47) a. puri-rqa-Ø             (Potosi Quechua) 
             Walk-PAST-3S  
            ‘S/he walked.’ 
 
b. puri-rqa-n-ku            
              walk-PAST-3S-PL 
               ‘They walked.’      (Bills et al. 1969:95) 
 
This –Ø will presumably have to be specified as follows in the dialects that have it. No 
adjustments need to be made to the other Vocabulary Insertion rules that refer to Person0.  
(The parenthesized reference to the ‘sg.’ number feature will be relevant only in dialects 
like Potosi Quechua). 
 
(48) Person0    ⇔ -Ø  /  Past    {[-Participant], [-Author]}   (sg.) 
 
Another instance of variation in the spell-out of Person0 in the past tense concerns the 
Porcón subdialect of Cajamarca Quechua (a IIA variety).  This variety is unusual 
amongst Quechua II dialects in consistently spelling out Person0 as –y in the past tense in 
the 1st person inclusive and the 2nd person (this pattern is more common in Quechua I, as 
we shall see).30  This means that the past tense paradigm in Porcón Quechua is identical 
to the adverbial paradigm rather than the present tense one. 
 
(49) Past tense of puñuy “to sleep” in Porcón Quechua 
																																																								
30 The other major subdialect of Cajamarca Quechua, that of Chetilla, spells out Person0 as –n in the 1st 
person in the past tense, but as –y in the 2nd person in the past tense.  Thus, ‘I slept’ is puñu-rqa-n-Ø-i but 
‘you slept’ is puñu-rqa-y-k-i  (Coombs Lynch et al. 2003:103).  This subdialect retains 1st (sg.) Main Tense 
Impoverishment as it exists in other Quechua II dialects, but has rule (51) in place of 2nd Person Main 
Tense Impoverishment. 
 Stem Person0 Addressee0 Participant0  Number  
1st sg puñu-ra -y  -Ø -i  I slept 
2nd sg puñu-ra -y -k -i  You slept 
3rd sg puñu-ra -n -Ø -Ø  S/he slept 
1st incl. puñu-ra -n -Ø -Ø -chiq We (incl.) slept 
1st excl.pl puñu-ra -y -Ø -i -llapa We (excl.) slept 
2nd pl puñu-ra -y -k -i -llapa You (pl.) slept 
3rd pl puñu-ra -n -Ø -Ø -llapa They slept 
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A dialect like this can be modeled by simply adjusting the formulation of 1st (sg.) Main 
Tense Impoverishment and of 2nd Person Main Tense Impoverishment so that they refer 
only to non-past tenses, and not to main tense in general. 
 
(50) 1st (sg.) Non-Past Tense Realis Impoverishment  (Porcón Quechua) 
     [+Participant, +Author]Person0 ⇒[Ø]Person0/ TNON-PAST___...(X)…[-conditional]Mood0  
            Condition:  No Plural feature intervenes between Person0 and Mood0 
 
(51) 2nd Person Non-Past Tense Impoverishment  (Porcón Quechua) 
[+Participant, -Author]Person0 ⇒  [Ø]Person0   / TNON-PAST …(X)…___ 
 
 Having motivated the decomposition for Quechua II dialects, and shown how the 
variation in the allomorphy of Quechua II could be accounted for, I now turn to Quechua 
I.  As will be immediately clear from the illustrative paradigms drawn from Ancash 
Quechua in (52) and (53), a complication comes from the fact that the subject marker in 
1st person exclusive contexts is neither –y-Ø-i nor –n-Ø-i.  Instead, 1st person is realized 
as the lengthening of the final vowel of the preceding morpheme, represented by a colon 
‘:’ after the vowel in question.  Note that the pluralizing affix in this dialect in all cases 
except the 1st inclusive is –ya, and it precedes the person markers and tense morphemes, 
rather than following them as in Quechua II dialects.  This ordering is characteristic of 
Quechua I dialects.   
 
(52)  Present tense of wiyay “to hear” in Ancash Quechua (Parker 1976:105-106) 
 
(53) Past tense of wiyay “to hear” in Ancash Quechua (Parker 1976:107) 
 
 Stem Number Person0 Addressee0 Participant0  Number  
1st sg wiya  -:  I hear 
2nd sg wiya  -n -k -i  You hear 
3rd sg wiya  -n -Ø -Ø  S/he hears 
1st incl. wiya  -n -Ø -Ø -tsik We (incl.) hear 
1st excl.pl wiya -ya -:  We (excl.) hear 
2nd pl wiya -ya -n -k -i  You (pl.) hear  
3rd pl wiya -ya -n -Ø -Ø  They hear 
 Stem Nu
mbe
r 
Past Person
0 
Address
ee0 
Participant0  Number  
1st sg wiya  -rqa -:  I heard 
2nd sg wiya  -rqa -y -k -i  You heard 
3rd sg wiya  -rqa -n -Ø -Ø  S/he heard 
1st incl. wiya  -rqa -n -Ø -Ø -tsik We (incl.) heard 
1st excl.pl wiya -ya -rqa -:  We (excl.) heard 
2nd pl wiya -ya -rqa -y -k -i  You (pl.) heard  
3rd pl wiya -ya -rqa -n -Ø -Ø  They heard 
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This vowel-lengthening effect, which is presumably to be analyzed as the insertion of a 
Vocabulary Item consisting only of an empty mora, is the marker of 1st person in  
nominals, adverbials, and in all non-future tenses.31   Clearly the morpheme -: does not 
contain –n and –i in the same way as the 1st person morpheme in Quechua II dialects does.  
How then does it fit into the decomposition I have suggested?  I would like to suggest 
that -: is a portmanteau morpheme.  While the designation of -: as a portmanteau seems 
counterintuitive because it spells out the features of only one argument, this move is 
entirely appropriate in the context of my decompositional syntax of the Quechua person 
marker: -: is an indivisible marker which seems to spell out features on more than one 
functional head at once- namely, Person0, Addressee0, and Participant0.  For the purposes 
of illustration, I will treat this portmanteau along the lines suggested by Julien (2002) and 
Trommer (2003).  That is, I will assume that -: is inserted into Person0 and that zeroes are 
inserted into neighboring nodes.32  Other approaches to portmanteaux would probably 
work just as well; for instance, the fusion of several terminal nodes and the insertion of a 
single Vocabulary Item (Halle and Marantz 1993), or the spelling out of  whole phrasal 
categories by a single Vocabulary Item, as in nanosyntax (Starke 2009; Caha 2009).    
 
(54) Person0    ⇔  -: /  [+Participant, +Author] 
 
For this rule to work, 1st (sg.) Main Tense Impoverishment must be assumed not to exist 
in Quechua I (otherwise, it will wipe out the [+Participant] feature on Person0 and make 
1st exclusive contexts indistinguishable from 1st inclusive ones in certain contexts- this is 
the correct result in the relevant parts of the paradigm in Quechua II, but not in Quechua 
I).  The rest of the system will remain the same. 
       A similar approach will extend to another portmanteau that appears in Quechua I 
dialects and in some tenses in the IIA dialect of Cajamarca.  This is –q, which marks 
verbs which have a 1st person subject and a 2nd person object. 
 
(55) Rika-(shu)-ra-q33                  (Porcón Quechua) 
             See-2O-PAST-1>2 
             ‘I saw you.’ 
 																																																								
31 The future tense is mostly ignored in this paper, since it presents no special problems and does not seem 
to vary across the family.  1st person exclusive future forms are marked by a special portmanteau –s(h)aq, 
as shown here for Ancash Quechua. 
(i) wiya-shaq            (Ancash Quechua) 
      Hear-FUT.1S 
      ‘I will hear.’ 
32 In fact, it is probably unnecessary to formulate additional Vocabulary Insertion rules for Addressee0 and 
Participant0 in Quechua I varieties in order to ensure this.  The expected realization of Addressee0 is already 
zero.  The expected realization of Participant0 in the system developed so far would be –i, but it is plausible 
that this realization is ruled out independently in this context by the phonology.  The floating mora that 
realizes Person0 in rule (54) has the effect of lengthening the preceding vowel, and if Participant0 were 
realized as –i, this would therefore lead to a long vowel followed by another vowel.  Such sequences are 
not possible in Quechua phonology, so perhaps –i  is inserted at Vocabulary Insertion, but subsequently 
deleted by the phonology. 
33 Note the optional overtness of –shu in this form- we return to this issue in the next subsection.  
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I postpone spelling out a Vocabulary Insertion rule for this portmanteau until the next 
subsection. 
This subsection has motivated the decomposition of the Quechua person 
agreement ‘morpheme’ into three separate parts.  I have argued that these parts each 
correspond to a separate probe in the syntax.  One of these, Person0, undergoes Multiple 
Agree with both the internal and external arguments, and displays complex allomorphy 
which is sensitive to the features of both.  The other two, Addressee0 and Participant0, 
undergo a simple Agree operation with the closest argument to them in the clause.  The 
allomorphy of these two heads is comparatively simple.  In the next subsection, I show in 
detail how this decomposition, coupled with the conclusions concerning the clitic nature 
of Quechua object markers in sections 2 and 3, yields an analysis of the A-SMA. 
 
4.2 Deriving the A-SMA 
 
Conjoining the conclusions of sections 2, 3 and 4.1 yields the following clause structure 
for all Quechua varieties (repeated from (21)). 
 
(56) Clause Structure for Quechua  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consider Person0, which is labeled as instigating a Multiple Agree relation.  In the 
approach of Nevins (2007, 2011), probes that undergo Multiple Agree are specified as 
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seeking either All values of a particular feature, only the Marked values of that feature 
(where + is the marked value for each of [+/- Participant] and [+/- Author]) or only 
Contrastive values of that feature ([+Author] is contrastive only in the environment of the 
feature [+Participant], since there can be no {[+Author], [-Participant]} arguments; 
similarly, the feature [+Participant] is contrastive only for [-Author] arguments).34  As 
can be seen in (56), Person0 is relativized to All values of the [+/- Participant] feature.35  
This means that the two constraints that Nevins (2007, 2011) postulates which all 
Multiple Agree relations must satisfy36 will be vacuously satisfied by relations instigated 
by Person0. Note that the statement that Person0 is seeking values of [+/- Participant] is to 
be understood as a condition on the sorts of Goals this Probe can Agree with, not as a 
specification of the features for which it is Valued.  More technically, they are conditions 
on Match in the sense of Chomsky (2000, 2001) (see also Béjar 2003), not conditions on 
the result of Value. Match is defined by Chomsky (2000:122) as a relation of feature 
identity holding between a Probe and a Goal- Match takes place if and only if the Probe 
and Goal have some feature in common.  Assuming Match is successful, Value then takes 
place so long as the usual locality conditions on Agree are respected.  Value is the 
transfer of features from a Goal to a Probe.  Following Béjar (2003:105) and Béjar and 
Rezac (2009:45), I take it that all phi-features are transferred upon Value, not just those 
for which Match was established.  In other words, while Person0 is seeking arguments 
with some value of [+/- Participant] to Match with, when it finds one it is valued for all of 
the features on the Goal, not just for the [+/-Participant] feature.  I will assume that 
Person0 ends up with two distinct feature bundles on it in transitive contexts, and that 
these are indexed for the argument they have come from by also copying each argument’s 
case feature (for the idea that case is copied along with other phi features, see Georgi 
2011).  Hence, the result of Person0 Agreeing with a 3rd person subject and a 2nd person 
object will look as follows: 
 
(57)                           Person0 
              {[-Participant, -Author, Nom]} 
       {[+Participant, -Author, Addressee, Acc]} 
  
Vocabulary Insertion rules can, in principle, be sensitive to the occurrence of a feature 
anywhere in either of the two bundles.   The motivation for invoking Multiple Agree here 
is the fact that Vocabulary Items inserted into Person0 are sometimes sensitive to the 
person features of both arguments.37   																																																								
34 Nevins’ relativization of probes to All, Marked or Contrastive values of a particular feature is inspired by 
Calabrese (1995), who makes a similar proposal concerning phonological rules.  
35 Since Addressee0 and Participant0 always Agree only with the closest argument to them, I will assume 
that they are not relativized at all.  As we will see later on, there is also a Number0 head in Quechua clause 
structure which is relativized to Match with arguments bearing the feature Plural. 
36 These two constraints are known as Contiguous Agree and Matched Values (Nevins 2010:13). 
Contiguous Agree states that “there can be no interveners between [a Probe] P and [a goal in the domain of 
relativization of the probed-for feature] x that are not in the domain of relativization that includes x.” 
Matched Values stipulates that “All elements within the domain of relativization must contain the same 
value.” 
37 One might wonder whether a generalization is being missed here, since the formalism as presented would 
allow any combination of features to have a special allomorph.  It is only due to an accident of Quechua’s 
inventory of Vocabulary Items that this possibility is restricted to the 1>2 context, on my approach.  
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In section 3, I motivated the idea that the 2nd person clitic –s(h)u raises as high as 
the CliticP dominating TP, whereas the 1st person clitic –wa/-ma raises only as high as 
the CliticP dominated by TP.  The result of this is that in clauses containing an 
[Addressee] object, the corresponding clitic climbs to a position c-commanding the 
subject in Spec-TP.  In clauses containing a 1st person object, on the other hand, the 
subject c-commands the clitic corresponding to the object. Since clitics corresponding to 
[Addressee] arguments raise higher than the subject, the probes Addressee0 and 
Participant0 Agree with them rather than the subject (Person0 will Agree with both 
arguments, since it instigates a Multiple Agree relation).  The rest of this subsection 
shows, on a case-by-case basis, how this syntax interacts with the morphological system 
developed in the previous subsection to explain the A-SMA. 
  Before beginning, I set out the complete transitive paradigm for main tense 
contexts in Cuzco Quechua.  Cells which display the A-SMA are in dark shading.  As in 
earlier examples, the object markers are underlined and the subject person markers are in 
bold.  The number morphemes appear in ordinary print. 
 
(58)  Cuzco Quechua Main Tense Transitive Paradigms (cf. Hoggarth 2004:30)38 
Object→ 
Subject 
↓ 
1st sg 2nd sg 3rd sg 1st incl. 1st excl. pl 2nd pl 3rd pl 
1st sg - Ø-yki Ø-ni - - Ø-yki-chis Ø-ni 
2nd sg wa-nki - Ø-nki - wa-nki-ku - Ø-nki 
3rd sg wa-n su-nki Ø-n wa-n-chis wa-n-ku su-nki-chis Ø-n 
1st incl. - - Ø-n-chis - - - Ø-n-chis 
1st excl. pl - Ø-yki-ku Ø-y-ku - - Ø-yki-chis Ø-y-ku 
2nd pl wa-nki-chis - Ø-nki-chis - wa-nki-chis - Ø-nki-chis 
3rd pl wa-n-ku su-nki-ku Ø-n-ku wa-n-chis wa-n-ku su-nki-chis Ø-n-ku 
 
 We will now run through some sample derivations, beginning with the case of a 
verb with a 3rd person subject and a 2nd person object, illustrating from Cuzco Quechua. 
 
(59) Juan waqya-rqa-su-nki            (Cuzco Quechua) 
             Juan call-PAST-2O-2S   
             ‘Juan called you.’ 
 
																																																																																																																																																																					
Although 1>2 turns out to receive irregular marking in many unrelated languages (Heath 1991, 1998), it is 
important to note that some languages do in fact have special allomorphy for other combinations.  For 
instance, Bobaljik & Branigan (2006) list the following contexts as ones that trigger special portmanteaux 
in Chuckchi: 3sg>3, 2pl>3sg, and X>3sg.  Another example may be Acoma (Miller 1965:99-101; Heath 
1998:95), where 1>2 combinations are marked rather transparently as inverse in that they involve an 
allomorph of 2nd person that occurs in other parts of the paradigm, whereas 2>1 combinations are special in 
having a portmanteau that occurs in no other parts of the paradigm.  I would like to thank an anonymous 
reviewer for raising this issue. 
38 Cells with the symbol ‘-‘ are either ungrammatical (as in the case when 1st inclusive is combined with 
any argument other than 3rd person), or are marked by replacing the object marker with a person-neutral 
reflexive clitic –ku.  This table also glosses over a complication involving number marking which will not 
be discussed here: in combinations where both arguments are plural, but one argument would normally 
require –ku and the other would normally require –chis, the choice between the two is optional for many 
Cuzco Quechua speakers, and some even allow stacking of –chis and –ku (see Section 5). 
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Taking it that clitics are first-merged in argument positions and subsequently moved 
(Kayne 1975 et seqq.), the first step of the derivation of this form will involve Merge of 
the verb and the object clitic –su. 
 
(60)   
 
 
 
 
 
Next, the lowest clitic position is merged.  Since this position is specified [+ Participant], 
which is a feature –su has, this clitic position attracts –su. 
 
(61)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Little-v is then merged, followed by merge of the external argument in the specifier of 
this projection. 
 
(62)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aspect0 is subsequently merged, followed by a second CliticP, which attracts –su (since it 
is also specified [+ Participant]).39 																																																								
39 The subject, not being an object clitic, is ineligible to raise to this clitic position.  It is for this reason that 
no violation of Relativized Minimality ensues in either of the steps in (63) and (65).  Similarly, and vice 
versa, the object is not eligible to raise to spec-TP because it is a clitic.  While both clitic movement and 
movement to spec-TP may be parasitic on Agree relations in themselves, the distributional differences 
between clitics and full DPs indicate that the CliticPs are only capable of entering in to such relations with 
clitics, and that TP may only enter into such relations with full DPs and strong pronouns- presumably 
because these relations are associated with movement.  On the other hand, the Probes Person0, Addressee0, 
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(63)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The next step is to merge T0, which in this case will ultimately spelled out as the past 
tense morpheme –rqa.  The EPP feature on T0 attracts the subject. 
 
(64)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Then, the highest CliticP, associated with clitics having the feature [Addressee], is 
introduced.  This projection also attracts –su (at this point I begin to depict only relevant 
subparts of the structure for space reasons). 
 																																																																																																																																																																					
and Participant0 do not trigger movement when they undergo Agree, and for this reason these heads may 
Agree with full DPs or clitics indiscriminately (modulo locality).  My thanks go to an anonymous reviewer 
for raising these points.  
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(65)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The next three steps will involve merging the three heads Person0, Addressee0 and 
Participant0, and applying the relevant Match and Value operations associated with them.  
Mood0 will then be merged.  The resulting structure will be as follows.40 
 
(66)    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As we can see, Person0 carries the features of both arguments because it has instigated a 
Multiple Agree relation.  Addressee0 and Participant0 instigate simple Agree relations 
only, and have thus agreed only with the structurally highest argument for reasons of 																																																								
40 Note that the verb and its suffixes do not form a syntactic constituent in (66), despite the fact they do 
form a phonological word.  Such mismatches between phonological wordhood and syntactic constituency 
are quite common in Quechua languages, as shown by Weber (1983).  See Myler (to appear b) for an 
algorithm which accounts for how phonological words are constructed in such circumstances. 
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locality- here, this argument is the 2nd person object clitic.  Once this structure is sent to 
PF, Impoverishment rules apply.  We find that there is an Impoverishment rule whose 
structural description is met here; namely, 2nd Person Main Tense Impoverishment.  This 
rule is repeated here for ease of reference. 
 
(67) 2nd Person Main Tense  Impoverishment 
[+Participant, -Author]Person0 ⇒  [Ø]Person0   / TMAIN …(X)…___ 
 
After this rule has applied, the structure looks as follows: 
 
(68)    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Next, Vocabulary Insertion will apply from the most deeply embedded terminal node 
outwards.  When this process reaches Person0, the inventory of Vocabulary Items eligible 
to be inserted will be as shown in (69), repeated from (27)a. 
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(69) a.  Person0  ⇔ -y / [+Participant] 
      b. Person0  ⇔ -n / elsewhere 
 
Thanks to the application of 2nd Person Main Tense Impoverishment, there is no 
[+Participant] on Person0, in either of the two feature bundles that are present.  For this 
reason, -y cannot be inserted: it is specified for insertion only when Person0 carries the 
[+Participant] feature.  It is therefore the elsewhere allomorph, -n, which wins the 
competition. The competition at Addressee0 will be settled in favor of –k, and that at 
Participant0 in favor of –i, as can be verified by examining the tree in (68) and the 
Vocabulary Insertion rules in (70).41  We thus end up with the agreement form –n-k-i. 
 
(70) a.  Addressee0 ⇔ -k  / {[+Participant], [-Author]} 
 Ø / elsewhere 
 
b. Participant0 ⇔ -i/ [+Participant] 
                                                            Ø/ elsewhere 
 
Next, take the case of a 1st person subject acting on a 2nd person object.    
 
(71) Ñoqa  waqya-rqa-Ø-yki.   
       I         call-past-2o-2s 
      ‘I called you.’ 
 
The syntactic derivation will proceed in much the same way as in the last case, and the 
representation submitted to PF will look as follows. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 																																																								
41 In adverbial clauses, which are not main tense contexts, 2nd Person Main Tense Impoverishment is not 
applicable, and so we expect the agreement form –y-k-i to surface in 3>2 adverbial clauses.  This 
expectation is correct, as seen in this example from Hoggarth (2004:76), repeated from footnote 17: 
(i) waqya-su-qti-yki  uyarimu-nki     (Cuzco Quechua) 
               call-2O-SUB-2S      listen-2S  
               ‘When s/he calls you, you will listen.’ 
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(72)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Now, just as in the case of the last derivation, the structural description of 2nd Person 
Main Tense Impoverishment is met here, and it will apply, deleting the {[+Participant], [-
Author]} features from the bundle corresponding to the direct object on Person0.  
However, the structural description of 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment, 
repeated here as (73), is not met.   
 
(73) 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment 
     [+Participant, +Author]Person0   ⇒  [Ø]Person0   / TMAIN___...(X)…[-conditional]Mood0  
            Condition:  No Plural feature intervenes between Person0 and Mood0  
 
The reason is that this rule requires strict adjacency between T and Person0, but that 
adjacency is broken in the derivation we are considering by the presence of the 2nd person 
clitic, -su.  1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment is therefore inapplicable, and the 
post-impoverishment structure is therefore as in (74).42 
 																																																								
42 In derivations which do not involve an [Addressee] clitic, the CliticP sandwiched between TP and 
PersonP will be unfilled.  In these circumstances, I propose that it undergoes Pruning at PF (Embick 2010), 
removing it from the representation—this is necessary to explain why 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis 
Impoverishment is able to apply when –su is absent, and is not blocked by the empty CliticP. 
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(74)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In this structure, there is a [+Participant] feature present on Person0.  The –y allomorph is 
thus eligible for insertion in this case, and because it is more highly specified than –n, it 
will win the competition.  Person0 is therefore spelled out as –y.  Addressee0 and 
Participant0 act just as they did in the previous derivation, and so we end up with the 
subject agreement form –y-k-i. 
Before proceeding to the next derivation, some comment is in order about the fact 
that the 2nd person object clitic –su does not surface in (71), a pattern that is replicated in 
most (but not all) Quechua dialects. The fact that this suppression of –s(h)u is pervasive 
across dialects is part of Lakämper and Wunderlich’s (1998) motivation for introducing a 
Subject-Object Constraint, according to which an object marker cannot be realized 
overtly if it is lower on the person hierarchy than the subject (where the relevant person 
hierarchy is 1st>2nd>3rd).  This approach can deal with dialects like Santiago del Estero 
Quechua, in which –su is overt in all tenses in 1>2 contexts for some speakers, by 
claiming that the Subject-Object Constraint is turned off in such dialects (this is precisely 
Lakämper and Wunderlich’s analysis of Santiago del Estero Quechua; pp. 143-144).  
However, it is not clear how the approach could be extended to dialects like Cajamarca in 
which suppression of –s(h)u is restricted to certain tenses.  In the Porcón subdialect of  
Cajamarca Quechua, suppression of –shu in 1>2 contexts is obligatory in the present 
tense, but merely optional in the past tense (Coombs-Lynch et al 2003:147-148). 
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(75)  Ni-(*shu)-yki.     (Cajamarca Quechua) 
       tell-2O-2S 
       ‘I tell you.’ 
 
(76)  Ni-(shu)-ra-q. 
       Tell-2O-PAST-1>2 
       ‘I told you.’ 
 
It may be significant that the past tense morpheme intervenes between –shu and the 
exponent of Person0 on the surface in (76), whereas no overt morpheme intervenes 
between the two in present tense contexts like (75).  This would suggest that linear 
adjacency plays a role in conditioning the disappearance of –s(h)u in at least this dialect, 
perhaps indicating that it is a relatively superficial morphological effect.  We might 
formulate the rule as follows. (This rule is a special case of an impoverishment rule, 
which happens to delete all of the features of the node it affects.) 
 
(77)        –s(h)u            ⇒   Ø      /  ____  Person0 
                [+Participant]                              {[+Participant], NOM} 
            [-Author]  
         [Addressee] 
“Delete –s(h)u when it occurs next to a Person0 head which has agreed with a 
[+Participant] subject.” 
 
Formulated in this way, it becomes possible to conceive –s(h)u deletion as a way of 
eliminating an instance of two adjacent feature bundles bearing [+Participant]. This 
would make –s(h)u deletion understandable as a morphological OCP effect of the sort 
discussed in Arregi and Nevins (2006) and Nevins (2007).  Note that this rule must be 
ordered after 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment (a counterfeeding order).   
   Before moving on from the derivation of 1>2 contexts, I note that not all dialects are 
like Cuzco Quechua in spelling out the subject agreement morphemes as –y-k-i in these 
contexts.  In particular, Quechua I and the Quechua IIA dialect of Cajamarca instead 
mark such combinations with a portmanteau morpheme –q in at least some tenses.  In 
Cajamarca Quechua, this form is restricted to the past tense (as in (76)).  In the Ancash 
variety discussed by Parker (1976), a Quechua I dialect, -q is also found in the present 
tense.  While working through the exact distribution of –q in every dialect in which it 
occurs is beyond the scope of this paper, I will present an analysis for Cajamarca 
Quechua which should work for other dialects with only minor modifications.  For the 
purposes of illustration, I will once again follow Julien (2002) and Trommer (2003) in 
taking it that portmanteaux are to be analyzed as involving the insertion of an overt 
Vocabulary Item into one node and the insertion of zeroes into neighboring nodes.   In 
particular, I will assume that –q is an exponent of Person0, and that there are zero 
allomorphs of Addressee0 and Person0 which are specified to be inserted when these 
heads are right-adjacent to –q.  The Vocabulary Insertion rule for –q in Cajamarca 
Quechua will be as follows. 
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(78) 1>2 Portmanteau morpheme –q in Cajamarca Quechua 
       Person0  ⇔  -q  /  TPAST …. _____ 
                                                   {[+Participant], [+Author], NOM} 
                                                   {[Addressee], ACC} 
 
Note that –q is more highly specified than –y with respect to the combination of person 
features it picks out, so that -q is guaranteed to beat –y and –n in 1>2 contexts so long as 
its conditioning environment is satisfied.  This will result in examples like the following 
(repeated from (76)). 
 
(79)  Ni-(shu)-ra-q. 
       Tell-2O-PAST-1>2 
       ‘I told you.’ 
 
The exact distribution of –q in dialects other than Cajamarca Quechua could be captured 
by changing the conditioning environment to refer to different tenses, as appropriate for 
each variety. 
    We can now move on from the discussion of 1>2 forms, and proceed with a sample 
derivation for the case of a verb with a 3rd person subject and a 1st inclusive object. 
 
(80)  Juan waqya-wa-rqa-n-chis  (Cuzco Quechua) 
       Juan call-1O-PAST-1INCL-PL 
        ‘Juan called us(incl.)’ 
 
The clitic in such cases is spelled out as –wa, the same as in 1st person exclusive contexts.  
It can be assumed that –wa (-ma in Quechua I dialects) has an [Addressee] feature as well 
as a [+Author] feature in 1st person inclusive contexts.  I propose that this enables it to 
raise to the higher clitic position (something that plain 1st person exclusive –wa cannot do, 
since it lacks the [Addressee] feature), although in Cuzco Quechua it is spelled out in the 
intermediate CliticP projection or the lower one (as attested by the fact that it may 
precede or follow the continuous aspect marker –sha).43  The suffix –chis is the spell-out 
of a Number0 head above ParticipantP, which is relativized to seek an argument bearing a 
[Plural] feature (this is the general approach to such “Omnivorous Number” phenomena 
taken by Nevins 2011). In the present derivation, it will find such a feature on the 1st 
person inclusive object.  The output of syntax in the derivation of (80) will be as in (81). 
 
 																																																								43	On the basis of this reasoning, one might expect to find dialects in which –wa/-ma occurs to the right of 
tense morphemes only when it refers to a 1st inclusive object.  I know of no such dialect as of yet, but the 
prediction is clear. Omer Preminger (pers. comm.) points out to me that this analysis of 1st person inclusive 
forms makes a prediction concerning restructuring environments: it ought to be possible for a 1st person 
inclusive object to trigger the A-SMA on a finite matrix verb even if –wa surfaces on the lower verb (i.e., 
even if clitic climbing has apparently not applied). It turns out the evidence bearing on this question is 
equivocal- in some restructuring contexts such long-distance triggering of the A-SMA by 1st inclusive –wa 
is possible, but in others it is not. Reviewing these patterns in detail is not possible here, and explaining 
them will be left for future research. 
	 38	
 
(81)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The rule of 1st Inclusive Impoverishment is applicable at all four of Person0, Addressee0, 
Participant0, and Number0 in this structure.  The rule is repeated here for convenience. 
 
(82) 1st Inclusive Impoverishment 
        [+Author, +Participant, Addressee]X0 ⇒  [+Author, Addressee]X0 
 
Note that 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment is not eligible to apply in this 
structure- by virtue of picking out more features in its structural description, 1st inclusive 
impoverishment bleeds 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment by the Elsewhere 
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condition44  (moreover, in a dialect like Cuzco Quechua where plural morphology 
precedes Mood morphology, the locality condition on 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis 
Impoverishment would bar it from applying anyway). 
  The structure of this example becomes the following after impoverishment: 
 
(83)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Before discussing how the agreement Probes in this form are realized, I repeat the 
relevant Vocabulary Insertion rules here. I also introduce the rules relevant to spelling out 
the Plural feature on Number0. 
 
 
 																																																								
44 I take the Elsewhere condition to hold of all rules which have a structural description and a conditioning 
environment.  This includes Vocabulary Insertion rules, Impoverishment rules, and, assuming that the 
phonological component proper is rule-based, phonological rules. 
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(84) a.          Person0        ⇔  -y    /  [+Participant] 
                                                      -n    / elsewhere 
 
      b.  Addressee0 ⇔ -k  / {[+Participant], [-Author]} 
 Ø / elsewhere 
 
c. Participant0 ⇔ -i  /  [+Participant] 
                                           Ø /  elsewhere 
 
 
(85) Number0 allomorphy in Cuzco Quechua 
      Number0  ⇔  -chis  / {[Addressee], [Plural]} 
      Number0  ⇔  -ku    /  [Plural] 
      Number0 ⇔   Ø 
 
Person0 is spelled out as –n, since there is no [+Participant] feature in the bundle after 
impoverishment.  Addressee0 is realized by the elsewhere form –Ø, since –k is not 
eligible to be inserted (-k requires a {[+Participant], [-Author]} feature bundle).  
Similarly, since impoverishment has deleted the [+Participant] feature from Participant0, 
that head will also be realized by its elsewhere allomorph –Ø.  Number0 will be spelled 
out as –chis, given the Vocabulary Insertion rules in (85), and so the agreement 
morphology as a whole will be –n-Ø-Ø-chis.  This is as desired, as can be seen in 
example (80), repeated below: 
 
(86)  Juan waqya-wa-rqa-n-chis  (Cuzco Quechua) 
       Juan call-1O-PAST-1INCL-PL 
        ‘Juan called us(incl.)’ 
 
Finally, we turn to forms involving a 1st person exclusive object, showing how the 
present approach correctly derives the fact that such combinations are completely regular, 
and show no A-SMA effects.  I will employ examples in which the subject is singular and 
the object is plural, since these turn out to be more challenging. 
 
(87) Juan waqya-wa-rqa-n-ku.    (Cuzco Quechua) 
       Juan   call-1O-PAST-3S-PL 
        ‘Juan called us (exclusive).’ 
 
(88) Qan  waqya-wa-rqa-nki-ku. 
       You call-1O-PAST-2S-PL 
        ‘You called us (exclusive).’ 
 
Taking first the case in (87), the clitic –wa raises only as high as the clitic projection 
immediately dominating AspectP.  Since this position does not c-command the subject, 
the Probes will reach the subject first.  Person0 will still Agree with both arguments 
because this head initiates a Multiple Agree relation.  When Addressee0 and Participant0 
probe down the structure, they will Agree with the 3rd person subject, which is the closest 
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argument to them.    Number0 will then probe down the structure, and will Agree with the 
1st person exclusive plural object.  The result is as follows. 
 
(89)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Now, 1st (sg.) Main Tense Realis Impoverishment is not eligible to apply at Person0 in 
this derivation, because the plural feature on Number0 intervenes between Person0 and 
the Mood head, which contravenes the special condition on 1st (sg.) Main Tense 
Impoverishment.  A different rule, repeated here from (33), is eligible to apply: 
 
(90) 1st Person Accusative  Impoverishment 
[{+Participant, +Author, Acc}]Person0 ⇒  Ø 
 
    This will remove the object’s features at Person0, and Vocabulary Insertion will yield –
n-Ø-Ø-ku, which is the correct form.  The derivation of (88) is almost exactly the same.  
The output of syntax in this case will be as follows. 
 
 
 
 
	 42	
(91)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Here, the structural descriptions of both 1st Person Accusative and of 2nd Person Main 
Tense Impoverishment are both met- for the ACC bundle on Person0 in the former case, 
and for the NOM bundle in the latter case.  Both rules will therefore apply, yielding the 
structure in (92). 
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(92)    
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Person0 is left without any [+Participant] features after both impoverishment rules have 
applied, meaning that the default allomorph –n will be inserted there.  Addressee0 will be 
spelled out as –k because it bears the features [+Participant], [-Author]; and the presence 
of a [+Participant] feature on Participant0 will cause that head to be spelled out as –i.  The 
Number head will be spelled out as –ku since it has Agreed with an argument that lacks 
the [Addressee] feature. The subject agreement morphemes together therefore correctly 
spell out as –n-k-i-ku. 
 This concludes the basic analysis of the A-SMA.  It remains to discuss two further 
complications.  One comes from certain dialects which display the A-SMA pattern in all 
tenses for cases of 1>2 and 3>1incl. combinations, but which exhibit this pattern for 3>2 
combinations only in the present tense, losing it in the past and future tenses.  The second 
comes from dialects which do not display the SMA at all. 
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   The first group of dialects is represented by San Martin Quechua, some Bolivian 
Quechua and Cajamarca Quechua- the following examples are from the Porcón 
subdialect of the latter and are drawn from Coombs-Lynch et al. (2003:145-146).  As the  
examples show, in the future and past tenses the 2nd person clitic –s(h)u is combined with 
the regular 3rd person subject marker.  The 3>1incl. and 1>2 combinations still yield the 
A-SMA, in these tenses, however. 
   
(93) a. rika-shu-ra-n  (Porcón Quechua) 
              See-2O-PAST-3S  
              ‘S/he saw you.’ 
 
b. rika-shu-n-qa 
              see-2O-3S-FUT  
              ‘S/he will see you.’ 
 
(94) a. rika-wa-ra-nchiq (Porcón Quechua)       
               See-1O-PAST-1INCLS 
               ‘S/he saw us (incl.).’ 
 
b. rika-Ø-sha-yki         
         See-2O-FUT-2s 
‘I will see you.’45 
 
I propose that in these dialects, the higher CliticP that selects past and future tense TP is 
in fact specified so that only clitics that have both [Addressee] and a [+Author] feature 
can raise there.  This means that in these tenses, 2nd person –s(h)u will not come to c-
command the subject, but 1st person inclusive objects still will raise to this position, 
accounting for the contrast between (93)  and (94)a.  The fact that 1>2 forms display the 
A-SMA in past and future tenses remains a mystery, however.  
The second complication, that of the dialects not exhibiting any form of A-SMA, 
is more straightforward.  The Ecuadorian dialects, represented in this paper by Imbabura 
Quechua, are all of this type.  As Cole (1982:130) points out, Imbabura Quechua has lost 
the inclusive/exclusive distinction in the 1st person.  It has also lost the 2nd person object 
clitic –s(h)u  (Cole 1982:104).  I suggest that both of these facts indicate that the feature 
[Addressee] has been lost from the feature inventory of this dialect (recall that 
[Addressee] is a feature present only in systems which have an inclusive/exclusive 
distinction). This means that the conditions giving rise to A-SMA (i.e., the high 
[Addressee]-related clitic position) are absent in Imbabura Quechua and other Ecuadorian 
dialects, and so the absence of the anomaly is explained. 
A certain subvariety of Santiago del Estero Quechua also lacks the A-SMA, but it 
retains the 2nd person object clitic and the inclusive/exclusive distinction, so the 
explanation in this case has to be different from that given for the Ecuadorian varieties.  
For reasons that will become clear from the discussion of the [Plural]-driven SMA in 																																																								
45 Note that the allomorphy and the position of the future marker differs strikingly between the 1>2 form 
and forms with a 3rd person subject.  This bizarre property is found in all dialects of the family that I know 
of, but I must leave it aside here. 
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Section 5, only examples where both arguments are singular can be used to show that the 
relevant subvariety of Santiago del Estero Quechua lacks the A-SMA.  This restricts our 
examples below to the 1>2 and 3>2 cases (adapted from Nardi 2002:90).  
 
(95) a. qaa-su-Ø-ni            (Santiago del Estero Quechua) 
                See-2O-PRES-1S 
                ‘I see you.’ 
 
b. qaa-su-Ø-n 
                See-2O-PRES-3S 
                ‘S/he sees you.’ 
 
It is plausible that in this subvariety the upper two cliticization sites have been lost, 
leaving only the lowest one immediately dominated by vP.  Because vP is a phase, the 
Phase Impenetrability Condition will render –su inaccessible to the subject person Probes. 
This would account for the lack of A-SMA in this variety.  In order for this approach to 
be viable, it would have to be demonstrated that the object clitics in Santiago del Estero 
Quechua always surface to the left of the tense and aspect morphemes.  Nardi (2002:126) 
gives an affix-ordering table which shows precisely this- a schematized version of it is 
given in (96). 
 
(96)  Order of Verbal Suffixes in Santiago del Estero Quechua 
Root-derivation-argument.structure-object.markers-desiderative/aspect-tense-SubjAgr 
 
We have now given an account for the A-SMA in all its manifestations across the 
Quechua family.   In the next section, we turn to a different Subject Marking Anomaly 
found in certain Bolivian and Argentine dialects: one driven by plural features.46 
 
 
 																																																								
46 With the full analysis now laid out, I return to the suggestion made by a reviewer that the sensitivity of 
Person0 to features of both the subject and the object need not be attributed to Multiple Agree. The 
reviewer’s idea is that Person0 is just like Addressee0 and Participant0 in that it only Agrees with the closest 
argument to it, but also can have its allomorphy conditioned by CliticP and/or the features of the subject in 
Spec-TP. A conceptual advantage of the reviewer’s suggestion is that it becomes possible to eliminate 1st 
Person Accusative Impoverishment (rule (33)) from the grammar entirely.  The reviewer’s suggestion also 
requires changes to at least three of the rules given in the text, to make them sensitive to the features of the 
subject in various ways when Person0 agrees with an [Addressee] clitic.  In particular, in order to explain 
why 1>2 combinations are marked by –yki in many Quechua II varieties (recall (71)), 2nd Person Main 
Tense Impoverishment (rule (31)) must be blocked whenever the subject is [+Author], ensuring that –y 
rather than –n will realize Person0.  Similarly, the rule deleting –s(h)u (77) and the Vocabulary Insertion 
rule which inserts the portmanteau morpheme –q (78) must be specified to apply only when the subject is 
[+Author].  At least with respect to Vocabulary Insertion rules like (78), such sensitivity to spec-TP 
(especially given that CliticP intervenes) would be unusual, and is in fact ruled out by a number of 
approaches to Vocabulary Insertion (Bobaljik 2000; Embick 2010; Merchant 2015).  However, this 
problem could be circumvented if it were assumed, contrary to the assumptions in the main text, that T 
Agrees with the subject in Quechua (even though the phi features are never realized there).  The 
conditioning environment for –q could then be stated as a Span, as per Merchant (2015). I leave open 
whether the analysis in the text or the reviewer’s alternative is to be preferred. 
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5. Extending the approach: the [Plural]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly (P-SMA) 
 
The P-SMA can be characterized as follows. 
 
(97) [Plural]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly (P-SMA) 
      When a verb takes a [+Participant] object with the feature [Plural], the subject 
       agreement morpheme spells out features of the object, regardless 
       of the person or number features of the subject. 
 
For the sake of brevity, I will illustrate the anomaly in detail only for Santiago del Estero 
Quechua.  Subject agreement paradigms for intransitive verbs are given in (98) (after 
Nardi 2002:105), and adverbial clauses (which use the same agreement markers as the 
nominal domain- see Nardi 2002:53) are given in (99).  Person markers are in bold, plural 
markers are in italics. 
 
(98) Santiago del Estero Quechua Main Tense Intransitive Paradigms 
Miku-y 
‘to eat’ 
Present Past  
1st sg miku-n-Ø-i miko-ra-n-Ø-i 
2nd sg  miku-n-k-i miko-ra-n-k-i 
3rd sg miku-n-Ø-Ø miko-ra-Ø-Ø-Ø 
1st incl. miku-y-Ø-i-chis miko-ra-y-Ø-i-chis 
1st excl. pl miku-y-Ø-i-ku miko-ra-y-Ø-i-ku 
2nd pl miku-n-k-i-chis miko-ra-n-k-i-chis 
3rd pl miku-n-Ø-Ø-ku miko-ra-n-Ø-Ø-ku 
 
(99) Santiago del Estero Quechua Adverbial Clause Paradigm 
maki ‘hand’  
1st sg miku-pti-y-Ø-i 
2nd sg miku-pti-y-k-i 
3rd sg miku-pti-n-Ø-Ø 
1st incl. miku-pti-y-Ø-i-chis 
1st excl. pl miku-pti-y-Ø-i-ku 
2nd pl miku-pti-y-k-i-chis 
3rd pl miku-pti-n-Ø-Ø-ku 
  
The most relevant facts for interpreting the data on transitive paradigms to be presented 
below are these: 1st person exclusive plural is marked –y-Ø-i + -ku, 1st person inclusive is 
marked –y-Ø-i + -chis,47 and 2nd person plural varies allomorphically between  –y-k-i + 
chis and –n-k-i + -chis. 
  We have already seen that some subvarieties of Santiago del Estero Quechua 
display the A-SMA and others do not.  Agreement involving singular arguments is 
otherwise as expected.  The first twist is that, in cases where the subject is 1st or 3rd 
person plural, none of the subvarieties displays the A-SMA.  Agreement has to be with 																																																								
47 Recall that –y-Ø-i becomes –y on the surface via a morphophonological rule of coalescence. 
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the subject in such cases (compare these examples with the relevant cells of the Cuzco 
Quechua paradigm in (58), where the person probes agree with the 2nd person object as 
per the A-SMA). 
 
(100) a.  qaa-su-Ø-y-ku           (Santiago del Estero Quechua)  
              See-2o-PRES-1s-PL 
              ‘We see you (sg.).’ 
 
         b. *qaa-su-Ø-yki-chis            
              See-2O-PRES-2S-PL 
             “as (a.).” 
 
(101) a.  qaa-su-Ø-n-ku           (Santiago del Estero Quechua)  
              See-2o-PRES-3s-PL 
              ‘They see you (sg.).’ 
 
b. * qaa-su-Ø-nki-chis            
See-2O-PRES-2S-PL 
               “as (a.).” 
 
Secondly, if the object is plural and either 1st, 2nd or 1st inclusive, it is ungrammatical for 
the regular subject marker to appear no matter what the person of the subject.  Instead, 
the subject agreement marker must reflect the features of the object, even if the subject is 
itself plural. 
 
(102) qaa-wa-Ø-y-ku           (Santiago del Estero Quechua) 
           See-1o- PRES-1s-PL. 
           ‘You/he/they see(s) us (excl.).’ 
 
(103) qaa-su-Ø-nki-chis            
           See-2o- PRES-2s-PL. 
           ‘S/he/they see(s) you (pl.).’ 
 
(104) qaa-su-Ø-yki-chis          
           See-2o- PRES-2s-PL. 
           ‘I/we see you (pl.).’ 
 
(105) qaa-wa-Ø-y-chis            
           See-1o- PRES-1INCLs-PL. 
           ‘S/he/they see(s) us (incl.)’ 
 
What makes Potosi Quechua and Santiago del Estero Quechua different from all the other 
Quechua dialects examined so far in this paper, which lack the P-SMA?  If the account 
suggested for the A-SMA is to be extended straightforwardly, we would have to postulate 
that these dialects have a position dedicated to Plural clitics which other dialects lack, and 
that furthermore this clitic position is above TP.  There is in fact independent evidence 
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for such a position in Santiago del Estero Quechua, which has a plural object clitic not 
found in the dialects discussed in previous sections (I do not know if this clitic is also 
found in Potosi Quechua; my own fieldwork on the related variety of Cochabamba 
Quechua suggests that the answer may be “no”).48 
 
(106) Yacha-chi-ku-ni (Santiago del Estero) 
        Learn-CAUS-3.O.PL-1S 
 ‘I teach them.’ 
(Nardi 2002:95, from his (17)) 
 
Something more is required to explain why a plural subject trumps a 2nd person singular 
object to determine agreement in subvarieties of Santiago del Estero Quechua and Potosi 
Quechua that have the A-SMA alongside the P-SMA.  Notice that, like many dialects, 
these two exhibit allomorphy in their number markers for person: -chis is the plural 
allomorph used with [Addressee] arguments, whereas –ku is the allomorph used in non-
[Addressee] contexts.  Other dialects exhibiting the same allomorphy are Cuzco and 
Ayacucho, which are closely related to both Potosi and Santiago del Estero (all four are 
IIC dialects).  However, Cuzco Quechua and Ayacucho Quechua both differ from the 
dialects exhibiting the P-SMA in that they permit situations in which the plural marker 
reflects features appropriate to the object, even when the person markers agree with the 
subject, and vice versa (i.e., these dialects exhibit “Omnivorous Number” in the sense of 
Nevins 2011). 
 
(107) a. Maylla-su-Ø-nki-ku           (Ayacucho Quechua) 
             Wash-2O-PRES-2S-PL 
             ‘They wash you (sg.).’  
(plural marker reflects person of the 3rd person subject) 
                                               
b. Maylla-wa-Ø-nki-ku            
             Wash-1o-PRES-2S-PL 
             ‘You wash us (excl.).’  
(plural marker reflects person of the 1st person object) 
                                                        (Adapted from Lakämper and Wunderlich (1998:130)) 
 
Some Cuzco Quechua also allows plural markers to be stacked when both the subject and 
the object are plural.  When this happens the plural markers invariably come in the order 
–chis-ku. 
 
(108) Maylla-wa-Ø-nki-chis-ku      (Cuzco Quechua) 
         Wash-1O-PRES-2S-PL-PL 
          ‘You (pl.) wash us (excl.).’ 
                                                  (Adapted from Lakämper and Wunderlich (1998:135)) 
																																																								
48 The fact that such plural clitics exist in the languages of the world might in some cases lead to 
subversions of Nevins’ (2011) prediction that number features never participate in Person Hierarchy-like 
effects. 
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Mismatches and stacking of plural markers of this sort are systematically unavailable in 
Santiago del Estero and Potosi Quechua.  I suggest that this shows that the Person Probes 
(Person0, Addressee0, Participant0) in these dialects are subject to the following 
condition: 
 
(109) Number-Person Condition (Santiago del Estero and Potosi Quechua) 
The Person Probes are compelled to Agree with the same argument as 
the Number Probe if it can find a [Plural] argument with which to Match.  If there 
are no [Plural] arguments in the structure, the Person Probes are free to probe as 
normal. 
 
This condition ensures the absence of mismatches of the sort seen in (107), and will also 
force the Person probes to Agree with a [Plural] subject rather than a 2nd person singular 
clitic even if this clitic has raised to a position c-commanding the subject.  This gives the 
appearance that the A-SMA is “turned off” in the presence of a plural subject in the 
relevant subdialects. 
 
6. Conclusion 
 
This paper set out to explain Subject Marking Anomalies in Quechua languages in terms 
of an interaction between object cliticization and subject agreement. 
Section 2 showed that the object markers of Quechua are clitics.  The evidence for 
this was that these markers undergo climbing, do not show allomorphy for tense, are 
optional in some varieties, and enter into clitic-doubling structures in ways reminiscent of 
variation seen with Romance clitics. Section 3 went on to show that the clitics involved 
move to different heights, as shown by their relative ordering with respect to affixes in 
the Quechua IP domain (an argument inspired by the Cartographic tradition in the 
comparative syntax literature).  [Addressee] clitics raise above TP in Quechua languages, 
but non-[Addressee] clitics raise to a position lower than TP.  This means that only 
[Addressee] clitics come to c-command the subject, such that [Addressee] clitics come to 
feed agreement while the 1st person exclusive clitic does not.  These facts interact with 
the subject agreement probes of Quechua (which are to be decomposed into three 
separate heads) to produce the A-SMA, as we saw in section 4.  In section 5, we saw that 
my approach also generalizes to a different agreement anomaly found in a handful of 
Quechua IIC dialects- the [Plural]-driven Subject Marking Anomaly. 
This paper serves as a detailed proof of concept that a syntactic approach to 
morphology can account for the agreement systems of Quechua languages (contra van de 
Kerke 1996; Lakämper and Wunderlich 1998).  In doing so, it also showcases an 
important advantage of such a syntactic approach: that we can make use of the methods 
and tools of micro-comparative syntax to solve otherwise intractable-looking 
morphological problems. 
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